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It will perhaps be thought that some 
apology should be ofFered for the length of 
time which bas elapsed since the publication of 
the Tract* to which this is intended to ht a reply. 
I answer, great domestic affliction and subse- 
quent ill health, with the necessity of fulfilling' 
some engagements which wouM adrait of no 
delay, will^ I trust, be sufficient excuse. And 
now, that time has in some degree removed 
these obstacles, it is not my intention to notice 
such of our Author's animadversions as 1 deem 
irrelevant to the question before us ; or to dwell 
on others which pärtake of that infirmity from 



* A Reply to Some Strictures of Samuel Lee, A. M. 
Professor of Arabic in the University pf Cambridge, on a Tract 
entitled, " Remarks upon the Critical Principles, kc." Oxford, 
1821. The Tract, to which the above-mentioned Reply is in- 
tended to be a refutation, is entitJed, " A Letter to Mr. John 
Bellamy on his new Translation of the Bible, &c." by Samuel 
Lee, M. A. of Queen's College, and Professor of Arabic in the 
University of Cambridge. Cambridge, 1821. 



11 PREFACE. 

which no one is exempt. If, on one or two 
occasions, indeed, I leave the thread of the 
argument ia order to follow him, it is because, 
justice to myself will^ I believe, Warrant the 
digression. I shall, for the most part^ adopt 
the Order of my Opponent, with a view to 
facilitate an examination of the arguments on 
both sides; and now, vvithout further preface 
or preamble, proceed to the points to be dis- 
cussed. 



CHAP. I. 

ON THE TRADITION OF THE JEWS. 



I AM accused, in the first place, of having 
misunderstood our Author, — of having conse- 
quently misrepresented his opinions, and then, 
of having offered a refutation which was unhe- 
cessary (pp. 11, 12, &c.). 1 deny the fact, and 
now proceed to the proof. 

In ''the Remarks," (p. 113.) occurs the fol- 
lowing passage, upon which my Strictures had 
been niade. " An uniformity of reading; I do 
not mean in pronunciation, (for the pronunciation 
of one race of Jews difiers from that of another) 
but in sense, effected 63/ the use of üppropriate 
vowels, must have always prevailed in every 
synagogue ; and among a people so vain of their 
national religion, and so superstitiously attached 
to their sacred books, any Innovation of ?weäfwm^ 
in the public reading of those books, for the 
purpose of religious Instruction, would never 
surely have been tolerated. In the same manner 
as the Pathers of the existing synagogue had 
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themselves been taught, would their sons be 
taught to read them; and so on through suc- 
cessive generations." And again, (p. 132.) "Nor 
should it be forgotten^ that the vowels and ac- 
centSj by the combined Operation of \vhich so 
clear and steady a light is thrown over every 
part of the text, are not only themselves of very 
high, but likewise emanate from traditional 
readings of still higher antiquity." 

In my Strictüres upon these passages, 1 had 
shewn, that however clear and steady the light 
might be which is said tO be derived from tra- 
dition, it is nevertheless certain that the sense 
or meaning (call it by which word you please) 
given to some important passages_, is often various ; 
and that not more among the modern than the 
ancient Jews, (p. 19. &c. of my Letter.) In 
reply to this it is said, that I have '' confused 
together things perfectly difFerent from each 
other, a traditional reading, and a supposed 
traditional Interpretation of Scripture/' (p. 18.) 
And, I am also told that I have combated a 
shadow of my own creation (p, 15.) I certainly 
am disposed io give some credit to our Author 
for controversial dexterity; though I am dis- 
posed to regret that he has not done justice to 
my argument. By traditional reading l feel some 
difficulty in ascertaining what I am to understand. 
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Is it the mere syllabication etFected by the 
vowels and consönants? or is it the reading of 
sentences as made up of vowels, consönants, 
and accents taken together, accompanied by that 
Variation of the voice, which the accents are 
supposed to regulate ; which would merely aiFect 
the sound 1 or is it the grammatical and literal 
siense supposed to be thus obtained? With the 
former of these I have nothing to do ; and I be- 
lieve it not at all likely to affect the question 
beföre us; — with the latter only are we con- 
cerned : and this alone, was the object of my 
Strictures. If I do not very much mistake the 
laiiguage of our Äuthor, this is what he also has 
in view : for he says (p. 18.) " As far as the 
^ense of the Hebrew ieKt is determined by the 
application of appropriate vowels and accents to 
the respective consönants, so far extends the 
traditional reading, to which I alluded ; and by 
which I contended, that the pöinted text of the 
Masorets was originally regulated." And again, 
(p. 19.) '' Now it was to a sewse of Scripture, 
oiily thus determined, that I alluded in my former 
Tract ; to the effect of a ckaracteristical nota- 
tion of vowels and accents, capable of shedding 
a clear and steady lighf over the sacred page, 
which would otherwise be involved in the 
deepest darkness." I take for granted^ that if 
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these passag-es mean any thing, they musfc mean, 
that a clear and steady light is shed over the 
sacred page by the corabined Operation of the 
consonants, vowels^ and accents, not as it re- 
spects the sound, but the sense of Scripture. 

But, if this be the obvious Import of the 
passages before us^ how are the following to be 
understood^ which occur in the very same page? 
(p. 20.) '' The correct reading of Scripture is 
one thing\, and the correct understanding of its 
fuH Import by him who reads, and by those 
who hear him, is another. That this, and no 
more than this, was what I had in view, ap- 
pears evident from the very passages which are 
quoted against me," ^c, The phrase correct 
reading is here opposed to the correct under^ 
Standing of the füll import of the sacred text, 
which must relate to the sounds given by the 
reader rather than the sense, unless we are, by 
ihefull import, to mean something more than 
the literal sense. Still I cannot help thinking 
pur Author must have meant the literal sense, 
as the citation to which he alludes goes speci- 
fically to that point : it is this : " An uniform ity 
of reading j I dd not mean in pronunciation,. 
(for the pronunciation of one race of Jews differs 
from that of another) but in sense" &c. I am 
wilHng to aliow, therefore, that he still must 



have meant the grammatical and literal sense, 
notwithstanding the introduction of the phrase 
corvect reading, as opposed to the correct un- 
derstanding of the füll Import of the text. 
I trust thfen, that I have not misunderstood him 
on this point. I now proceed to shew that, in 
my Letter, I meant the literal and grammatical 
sense, and not the traditional* exposition or in- 
terpretation, with which I have been charged. 

My reference on this point is, to the 
Rabbinical comments on Isaiah ix. 6.; ''And 
he shall call his name Wonderful, Counsellor, 
The mighty God^ The everlasting Father, The 
Prince of Peace." "Thisj he observes/' says our 
Author, ''Kimchi thus interprets; 'TheÄo/z/and 
blessed God, whose name is Wonderfulj Coun- 
sellor, The mighty God^ The everlasting Father, 
has called the name of this child, The Prince 
of Peace." Aben Ezraf gives the follovt^ing 



* See p. 22. " A traditional uniformity in reading is a thing 
perfectly distinct from a traditional uniformity in expounding the 
sacred text." 

f I am accused of a grievous innovation in my orthography 
of this name, which I had inadvertently written Eben Ezra 
instead of Aben Ezra, the usual mode of writing it. The reader 
is then told, that I must have derived the word Eben from the 

Arabic (\W' which is sometimes written Ibn, and at others 

Ebn, 
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explanation : '' It appears to me, that these are 
the names of the cMld; Wonderful^ because in 
bis days God did wonderfully, &c." ...... ''And 

to the exposition of Aben Ezra Äbarbanel ac- 
cedeSj with this difference however/ that he 
conceives the phrase iv '>^^^, everlasting Father, 
to be äquivalent to bbwii 2i^, Father ofthe spoiL 
It is evident therefore/' it is added, "that 
these three distinguished Rabbinical commen- 
tators all read the text alike, but interpreted \t 
differently." That is, as I understand it, they 
all read the same vowels, consonants and accents^ 
but understood them to give a different sense. 
In other words^ Kimchi has supposed that kVs , 
YV"!'' . &c. (Wonderful, Counsellor, &c.) should be 
construed as nominatives to the verb «ipn (and 



^ •^'« v-^s«sr <#■ «■ ^ » .^.# •«^r«^^ 



Ebn, and then I am said to be inconsistent, because I had, in a 
citation from the Lexicon of Golius, written Ihn Beithar. Thus 
am I arraigned, tried, and condemned in the most summary way. 
After all this I may perhaps be allowed to ask, is this gentleman 

sure that I have derived this word Aben from Arabic, or that it 

J o 
is Arabic. at all? And furthev, why he has written (mJi 
^ u ' s^ 

instead of (MvJi ? But I pass over this mistake. Leusden 

has supposed (Philol. Heb. mixt. diss. XVII.) that the word 
|1K may be Hebrew, signifying lapis. And if this be the ease, 
theo is my orthography accidentally right; and this is a case, 
which a good critic, should, in considering such a derivation, 
not have passed over. See also Wolfius Biblioth. Heb. Vol. I. 
p. 71. and Buxtorfius de Abbreviaturis, p. 34, &c. 
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he shall callj and tlhü "W as the objective case: 
and he understands the passage accordingly. 
Aben Ezra, on the other hand, believes J^ba? X)^y ' 
&c. to be the objective case to the verb J^lp^l. 
and hence ihe meaning which he attaches to it. 
Abarbanel, again, accedes to the grammati- 
cal sense as given by Aben Ezra^ but differs 
in that which he attaches to the phrase IV ""^^^ • 
And therefore, we see^ that although these dis- 
tinguished Rabbinical commentators read the 
same vcwels, consonants, and accents^ they at- 
tached diflferent meanings to the text : or to use 
our Author's own words, they "all read the text 
alike, but interpreted it differently." Now, as 
I do not argue for the exposition which mai/ be 
given to any passage of the Scripture, and as 
I have adduced nothing with a view to that point, 
but merely to ascertain the literal and gramma- 
tical sense given by the RabbieSj I raay perhaps 
be allowed to repeat my former question : To 
which of the above grammatical senses are we 
to adhere ? I have no doubtj it will be said^ 
to no one of them. I ask, then, what has become 
of the above-mentioned clear and steady tra- 
ditional Light, which is to afford a consistent 
elucidation of every part of Scrjpture? 

But, further^ to dissipate the mist which has 
been thrown over this question by introducing the 
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distinction between a traditional readirig affectirig 
the sense, and a traditional Interpretation, I may 
be allowed to ask, is not the expositional sense 
universally regulated by the grammatical and 
literal one ? And do not the Rabbies give their 
expositions, no less than Christian Divines, in 
conforraity to this rule? And must we not, if 
we admit their literal sense, eventually admit their 
expositional one also ? I am very much disposed 
to think, that our Author has here made a dis- 
tinction without a differenee; and then charged 
me with having had recourse to an expedient, 
which appeared to ofFer the safest, and indeed 
the only rnethod, by which he could evade the 
force of my argument. 

In page 35. of the Reply, we have this 
Paragraph:— *'To this inapplicable illustration 
(i. e. of the passage from Isaiah) of his argu- 
ment against me, he adds a long quotation from 
Baver's Hermeneutica Sacra upon Rabbinical 
Criticism and Lexicography, which he states to 
be 'perfectly in point, and unanswerable/ But 
as I certainly never made the slightest allusion 
to the signißcation of words established upon 
Rabbinical authority, I cannot admit, that the 
quotation from Baver, how unanswerable soever 
it may be, is either perfectly, or indeed at all^ 
in point." 
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There isso much vacillation in this mode 
of arguing, such a shifting and shuffling of the 
poirit in dispute, that it is difficult to deter- 
niine what to fix upon. We are first told, 
that the vowels and accents give a determinate 
sense, and so fix it that hereafter it may not 
be altered by individual caprice: we are then 
told, that the signißcation of words, upon which 
the sense of any passage must depend, has 
nothing to do with the question. In the very 
säme connection we are also told, in a pas- 
sage given by way of Illustration, that the 
Word ntüD > has been pointed njsp signifying 
a bed, and not T]\B^ signifying a staff, ^"^that 
the Masoretical vowels so determine the mean- 
ing of the word, as to prevent the adoption of 
that sense which was given to it by the authors 
of the Septuagint*; and such alone, was the 
' clear and steady light,' derived from tradi- 
tional readings, to which 1 alludedf." Tradition 

* This, however, the Author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, — 
of the Syriac Version, and Castell with many others, have taken 
as the triie one, as will be seen hereafter. 

t In p. 27, we have this further explanation of our Author's 
views on this point, which to nie is perfectly unintelligible. 
" In what then does my crime consist ? In nothing I apprehend, 
but in not anticipating his misconception of riiy argument; in 
presuming, without a fuller explanation of the object in my view, 
to mean by the words, " sense [of Scripture] effected by appro- 
priate vowels," a mere grmnmatkal sense of it. 
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then can determine the sense, but not the sig- 
nißcation of words or passages : it can moreover 
throw a clear and steady light over the context, 
but it has nothing to do with its interpretation ! 
What then I ask is Tradition ? or rather, what 
is it not ? it seems to be the one thing needful 
for our Author's conclusions : and as such is 
ever at band and obsequious. 

There is another point, to which I cannot 
but advertj and this is our Author's usual mode 
of stating bis question, by which the point in 
debate is uniformly assumed: '^Had a diver- 
sity of reading obtained in different synagogues 
and in different countries^ history surely would 
have recorded something like Opposition to the 
Masoretical attempt of fixing the sense of Scrip- 
ture bi/ an undeviating Standard of character- 
istical vowels." And again^ " If therefore the 
books of Scripture have been constantly read in 
the synagogue from the period of their repub- 
lication by Ezra, must not that reading have 
been marked by some established, as well as 
appropriate, distinction of vowels ? And would 
not one generation scrupulously teach another 
the same discrimination of sense in the way 
alluded to ?" In these extracts there are two as- 
sertions by which the point in debate is assumed ; 
and to both of which I object. The first is^ 
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that the vowels and accents are always appro- 
priate; and the second, that they do universally 
determine the sense of Scripture. I may, perhaps, 
be allowed to cite Professor Baver on this point. 
Hermeneut. Sacr. p. 188. "Interpretern F. T. 
non serviliter punctis vocalibus etc. inheerere de- 
bere. Etenim cum a serioribus Judseis demum 
codici sacro addita sunt, eam habent auctori- 
tatem, quam cpmmentatoribus tribuimus. Maso- 
rethae verbis Hebraicis hasc puncta vocalia sub- 
jecerunt, quse optimum sensum fundere sibi 
videbantur. Sin lubenter largimur^ illos veritatem 
plerumque assecutos esse, et mentem autoris 
sacri recte intellexisse : quis eos nunquam a 
veritate deflexisse, nunquam eos errasse, con- 
tendere audebit? Certe hanc sententiam ii solum 
amplectuntur, qui pravis opinionibus Judaicis 
capti Rabbinis nimis favent, iisque plusquam 
par est tribuunt. Quodsi vero rem, ut aiunt, 
non semper acu tetigerunt; quid prohibet quo 
minus alia eaque rei magis apta vocalia puncta 
vocibus substernere, alias verborum distincti- 
ones aut conjunctiones facere tentemus ? &c." 
He then gives some examples, in which, he 
thinks, the text might be pointed, so as to give 
a better sense than it does at present. Nor is 
Baver the first who has held this opinion. If 
therefore any reliance can be placed on the opi- 
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iiions of Bayer and others^ we may conclude^ that 
the vowels now attached to the Hebrew text;, 
are not so universally appropriate as our Author 
would have it to appear: but, that in many 
instances, the contrary is the fact. That the 
System is undeviating, is not true, the notes of 
the Masora abundantly prove. 

That they universally determine the sense, 
is also false: for there are many instances in 
which they do not at all determine, whether a 
Word be a Substantive or adjective ; or even^ 
whether a verb be in the active or passive voice: 
and, in many others, they leave the reader 
perfectly in the dark as to the root from which 
a Word should be derived. In such caseSj the ap- 
propriate and undeviating vowels and accents, 
and discrimination of sense, of which our Author 
speaksj must be perfect non entities: and such 
I feel no hesitation in pronouncing them to be. 
" It is well known/' it is added (p. 28.) " to 
every one in the slightest degree acquainted 
with Hebrew, that in that lang-uage the distinc- 
tion between one noun and another, as well as 
between nouns and verbs, between one con- 
, jugation and another^ between the Preterite^ the 
Imperative^ and Infinitive, and indeed between 
almost every form or part oi speech, in mani/ 
cases solely depends upon the vowel reading, 
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of which the unpointed consonants afFord no 
indication whatsoever." In many cases, I will 
allow, the punctuation is appropriate ; but not 
in all : but I deny, that to understand even these 
passages depends soley on the vowel points. 
If we are compelled to give them up in mani/ 
cases, and those of great difficulty, which is the 
fact, may we not also understand the context in 
others of less difficulty without them ? It is very 
true that the form of the preterite, imperative, and 
Infinitive, is, as far äs the consonants can deter- 
minCj frequently the same : but it does not hence 
follow, that a person who has more than a slig-ht 
knowledge of the language is therefore left per- 
fectly in the dark, to which part of speech such 
words are to be referred. Every one very well 
knows, that the Rabbinic Hebrew, the Chaldee, the 
Syriac, the Arabic, the Persic, and the Turkish, 
can very well be raade out without them : and 
why may not the Hebrew Bible? Besides, as 
no one will contend that those who applied the 
vowels were infallible, it cannot be concluded 
that we can rely upon the vowels in all cases. — 
And if not, how are we to determine when they 
are wrong ? I suppose, as the Rabbies have 
done before us, by considering- the true scope 
and Import of any passage which may come before 

US. 
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"So also," it is said, ''in another and 
not less important part of grammar, the Syntax^ 
miich of the combined signißcation of words/ 
when in agreement, or in construction, with 
each other, is regulated by the respective accents 
or pauses ; an effect well illustrated by Solomon 
Jarchi* in his comraent upon Ezechiel i. 11. 
In Proportion therefore as a grammatical, and 
through that a determinate as well as consistent, 
sense is produced by the Operation of the vowels 
and accents in Scripture, sofar, hut no farther, 
have I ascribed to them> as to the written remains 
of a more ancient traditional reading, the act of 
throwing " a clear and steady light" over every 
part of the sacred text/' 

We have here something right, and much 
wrong. We are told that much of the combined 
signification of words when in construction is 



»«^^^*"*>>,^*^-^#»^.^*^i^^^»^^ 



* It is here said that the construction of the word Dn''321 
and their faces, is determined by the position of an accent called 
Zakeph Gadol, and that it is referable to the preceding verse, 
and not to the following context ; and this is said to be a good 
illustration : I answer, true ; it is, that the accent is perfectly 
useless, and that Jarchi is wrong in his mode of interpreting the 
verse. There can be no doubt, if we consider the construction of 
the passage, that the words DPT'JS'I and DlT'Sl^Dl are nominatives 
absolute, and that the verse should be thus translated. * Jls it 
respects their faces and wings, they were directed upwards.' And 
in this way have the ancient Interpreters generally rendered it. 
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reg'ulated by the position of the accents. This 
I deny : for I believe the combined sense of the 
vvords haSj as far as they have been understoodj 
been made to regulate the position of the accents, 
and not the contrary : and^ if this was at first 
done, and the persons who did it not intalliblej 
it is possible that others may make a better ar- 
rangement of thein than that now found in the 
Masoretic edition of the Bible : and, that this has 
been done in very many instances by some of 
the best Biblical critics, is a fact too well known 
to need repetition here. 

Again^ " In proportion as a grammatical, and 
through that a determinate as well as consistent 
sense is produeed by the Operation of the vowels, 
&c/' is a very different thing from saying that 
they shed a clear and steady light over ever^ 
part of the text ; and by which the point in 
dispute is perfectly given up. Nor have I con- 
tended for any thing more. I must be allowed 
however to add, that there are passages, and 
those not a few, in which the accents do not 
agree with the grammatical sense, and in which^ 
consequently, they do not give a determinate or 
consistent one ; or, shed a clear and steady light 
over those parts of the sacred text. 

I do not mean to argue, that a learner will 
not be assisted by the vowels and accents of the 
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Rabbies ; but, that they are of comparatively 
little use to the scholar and the critic, who, if 
sufficiently skilled in the idiom, may be supposed 
to be no less infallible than the Rabbies them- 
selves ; and consequently, no less capable of 
affixing" these arbitrary raarks to the context. 
That the Masorets have affixed them well upon 
the wholCj and that the traditional inode of 
reading the text^ in their days, did contribute 
materially to their application, I do not mean 
to deny : but I do assert, that this tradition is 
too vague and uncertain to be relied upon in 
passages of diflficulty ; a fact sufficiently proved 
by the ancient interpretations that have come down 
to our timeSj diflfering as they do in such pas- 
sages. I conclude therefore^ on this head, that, 
allowing the vowels and accents may assist the . 
learner, to the critic they are but of little use ; 
because in easy passages they are not wanted, 
and in difficult ones they cannot be relied upon. 



CHAP. IL 



ON THE ANTIQUITY AND USE OF THE YOWEL POINTS 

AND ACCENTS. 



The next question proposed in the Reply 
under consideration, is that of the antiquity and 
use of the Hebrew vowels and accents : and 
here^ as befoie, I have to complain of a little 
controversial dexterity^ not less unworthy of our 
Author, than of the subjeet before us. 

The passage in my Letter which is brought 

under examination is this : *^ It has never been 

satisfactorily shevvn that these vowel readings 

are of high antiquity. With respect to the 

accents, some of the most learned among the 

Rabbi es have confessed their ignorance of their 

true meaning; ,and no one has yet proved their 

antiquity. That they are not ancient, 1 think, 

requires no proof^ from their very nature; and 

that they can adcl nothing to our critical know- 

ledge of the Hebrew text, seems to have been 

acknowledged by too raany^ to make it necessary 

to dwell on the above assertions respecting 

thern." 

B 
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The first remark made on this passage is the 
following : '' The expression of " high antiquity" 
is certainly a relative term, &c." .... "I was con- 
tented to take that antiquity at its lowest estimate 

as settled by Cappellus." " If therefore my 

antagonist be not disposed to carry the Maso- 
retical invention of the points so far back as to 
the sixth centuri/, I must request him to consult 
and refute the reasoning of Cappellus." 

I certainly have no objection to the date as 
here mentioned for the invention of the vowels 
and accents ; but 1 do object to the argumenta 
by which it is attempted to be proved^ that they 
preserve a reading universally prevalent before 
the time of their invention; and by which this 
reading is supposed to have been delivered from 
time immemorial through the successive genera- 
tions of the Jews. It is true the sixth Century 
has been fixed upon as the date of their first 
application to the text ; but an indefinite anti- 
quity, ascending through successive generations, 
is claimed for their authority, which I still assert 
cannot be established by any legitimate process 
of argument : because the oldest remains of the 
traditioUj through which this reading must have 
been derived, are various and contradictory. 

The next evasion (for I can give it no better 
name) is made in an attempt to confound two 
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thijigs essentially difFerent, It is this : '' If then 
their true meaning (i. e. of the accents), be 
unknown^ how is their very nature to be argued 
against the position of their antiquity?" I reply : 
if indeed the true meaning supposed to be 
aiforded by the use of the accents, and their 
nature, as defined by the Rabbinical writers^ 
were the same thing, I certainly should have 
some difficulty in answering this question. By 
their true meaning, I understand the effects they 
are said to produce upon the sense of the text, 
when taken as a System of interpunctuation. 
By their veri/ nature, the various offices usually 
ascribed to them by the Jews, by which they 
are made at one and the same time, to regulate 
the voice in chanting, — the interpunctuation, — 
and the rhetorical character of the passages 
in which they are found. Is it possible, I would 
ask, that a system so complicated as this, ,can 
every where be consistent with the sense of 
any written composition ? Or, is it likely, that 
the JewSj so early as the time of Ezra, to which 
the tradition has been attempted to be carried, 
could have had any idea of a system so coraplex, 
nugatory, and puerile ? I think no one, who 
has not been carried away by Rabbinical con- 
ceits and refineraents, will think of answering 
in the affirmative. And if so, the argument 

B '2 
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deduced from the natuve of the accents, may 
certainly be brought to bear against the position 
of their antiquity, whether^ as it regards their 
present, or ancient traditional effects on the text 
of the sacred volume. 

The next point to be considered is^ their 
true meaningi when applied as marks, by which 
the true division of the text into sentences_, and 
merabers of sentences, is to be known. And 
here, again, a similar effort has been made to 
confound two things essentially difFerent, and 
then to ascribe the confusion to me. * '' But when 
the learned Professor asserts^ that the Rabbins 
have confessed their ignorance with re^spect to 
the true meaning of the accents^ he confuses 
together two very distinct uses of thera; the 
first and principal use of them being^ by a 
minute and accurate System of pauseSj to re- 
gulate the sense of the text (as far as complete 
punduation can regidate it) in reading: the 
second and inferior one being^ by a variety of 
peculiar marks, to regulato the elevation and 
depression of the voice in chanting." 

Before I proceed to the consideration of this 
question, 1 shall merely notice the manner in 
which it is stated^ and by which^ as in other in- 



^.^^^«/■^S«'«^^ iTi^^^ 
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stances, the point in debate is assumed : it is said ; 
" The first and principal use of them being, by 
a minute and accurate system of pauses to re- 
gulate the sense of the text (as far as complete 
punctuation can regnilate it) in reading/' Now 
I deny, that the punctuation so obtained is 
universally accurate or complete. It is not ac- 
curate; foY, in many instances, we have accents 
said to correspond to our colon or period, which 
can be construed as equivalent to the comma 
only ; and in others, as having no power what- 
ever. Por proof of this/the reader has only to 
turn to pp. 606. 609. (Edit. l6öl.) of the The- 
saurus Grammaticus of Buxtorf. And hence 
Baver and others (Hermeneut. Sacr. p. I89.) have 
supposed^ that these accents were not at first 
intended as marks of interpunctuation, but to 
shew how the voice ought to be modulated in 
chanting the text. That they are not complete^ 
appears from the consideration, that they have 
no marks for the note of interrogation, admiration, 
parenthesis, Quotation^ or paragraph. 

Having then dismissed this part of the sub- 
ject, we now proceed to the main point: *'But 
indeedj although, from his little acquaintance with 
the Rabbinical writers, he may be '^ prepared to 
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shew" that those writers were Ignorant of their 
true meaning, 1 more than doubt of bis success 
in the undertaking*. The reason is obvious/ it 
is added, ' it is because I am confident that the 
most learned of the Rabbins were not ignorant 
of their true meaning. I will give him one or two 
instances.' We then have a passage from the 
Masoreth Hainmasoreth of Elias Levita^ adduced 
as a proof, which is this : " They (the Masorets) 
also discovered the knowledge (the Translator 
has here probably mistaken m law, for r\'}^l 
knowledge, and has accordingly given an erro- 
neous translation) of pointing, which has been 
delivered down from them to us. They likewise 
determined the Situation of the accents, that hy 
them the law might he interpreted : because with- 
out the accents of the verse, its meaning is not 
discerned. For they knew the elucidation of 
Scripture, remaining to us after all our cap^ 
tivity. The exposition therefore which is opposed 
to the accents, is to he esieemed as dross or as 
tow." 

So far then^ we have the opinion of EHas 
Levita, as to the knowledge which the Masorets 
had of the sacred text, and of the System of punc- 
tuation which they had adopted. Let us now see 
what the same Author says, beginning with the 
seventh line after the preceding quotation. 
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Which has been thus translated by Munster : "Id 
autem obscuritate magna fecerunt (i. e. Masore- 
thae) utentes signis^ figurisj senig-matibus et bar- 
bara lingua, ut nemo fere hactenus intellexent 
mentem eorum. Venerunt ob id quidam ad me^ 
rogantes in hunc modum. Quid hie agis Elia? 
Surge^ &c." So that the real opinion of Elias 
Levita is, that although the Masorets did under- 
stand the System of punctuation which they had 
invented, yet they had dehvered their doctrines 
in language so mysterious and obscure, that 
scarcely any one up to his time had understood 
them : and I shall presently sheW;, that none 
has since, and that this Elias Levita himself has 
Said so. 

In a work of his entitled D)rD HD , Tuv 
Taam, written expressly on the accents, and 
some time after that already cited^ we have 
the following passage : (p. n) '^pyDH IDiy "»D fe-ii 
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•HD i^iY» iDn^^ ]>K"i li-iin^riD mm Dr^;;i ••:: n-njin 

Which I vvould thus translate. ' And universally, 
they (i. e. the Masorets) placed the accents ac- 
cording to their own choice; nor is it to be 
asked why they have sometimes put Zarka, at. 
others Pazer, Rebhia or the like : perhaps, they 
didj by this, intend (to point out) certain myste- 
ries of the Law; for their knowledge Avas more 
extensive than ours, nor is there orte among us 
who knows any thing' 

The citation from Jarchi, shewing that he 
could not have understood a passage in Ezekiel, 
without the assistance of an accent, allowing' it 
the utmost; only shews his opinion on the use 
of the accents; and can by no ineans be con- 
strued as a proof, that he certainly understood 
the true import of them. And, v^^hen we knov\^ 
that he has palpably mistaken the passage itself, 
the proof to be adduced, must be^ either that he 
was Ignorant of the true import of the accent^ 
or that the accent itself is worse than useless. 

The author of the Cozri, again, who will 
perhaps be allowed to have been a learned 
Rabbi, has (p. 149.) this passage: HD^nn lanD^l 

DJilip b)! xmyi^ 'mm^ i^dd D''Db>;3 r\rw jiNtn r^p^r^ 

&e. D''i2;n''S)n b)j -ivn'? nni pDI . Thus translat- 
cd by Buxtorf. '' Denique habuit author Scientias 
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vel Artis hujus, (i. e. accentuum) rationes nobis 
occultas, quarum aliquas fortassis assequimur, qui- 
bus voluit monere de certis expositionibus, &c." 

De Balmes, again, in the concluding para- 
graph of bis Hebrew Grammar, gives tbe 
following, to the same effect : J^ITO )d)W:i ]^^^l') 

i3^\-T -hi^) n-y^pn i^n;;!! ^^rb)^ -»iiD o'^^D^ian D">Dj;K5n 
niD D''3m3 i3^\i D^D);:Dn b^ji n^ji ^)rh ni'büb^y 

nDHpn ijriDDn nbib-rn:! irm^nvi ^3 i^^^:i inx iiiddi 
b^bib) \>^'J7 2b ^y Dtt^ i^^^j^ r^i D-'b^D^am ni^b:in inD 
^Knti;'. ^ty ^^D^^ riDDn mij^i DpiDyn D^j''D);n 1^^^l 
n«''! nnD"" nom rm-i jv^^'? mn"'i mnnD3 .vy)2i r\Ty\ 
n)i)ü2 nyiib in-i n'? i:':» in^i d'-dvd i3>^n^"i isb^o 
j^'? ]:iinD D^u-'ü^ "»ö -»D Dn^Dvtoi onnip^i ^^ipr)n niTiiK 

Which may be translated. "Thus end (the 
rules respecting) the powers of the particular 
accents, according to our confined knowledge and 
ability: but were it in our power to descend to 
the limit of knowledge (possessed by) the Author 
of the accenis, we coiild give, a reason for the 
particular properties of each : why (for example) 
one precedes and another follows : why at one 
time one accent is ministered to by one, and 
at another, by another, according to the par- 
ticular intention of each : but, on account of our 



sins, is our ancient wisjdom diminished by the 
great number of (our) captivities and migrations. 
Nor is there any one who takes upon him to 
look into and investigate these recondite mean- 
ings : for the wisdom of the wise of Israel hath 
perished, and the understanding of the intelligent 
been concealed. But, may the Lord of his 
mercy and grace, hasten the Coming of our 
Redeemer^ that he may revive us after two 
days*j and give us a mind capable of knowing 
the mysteries of the letters of the text, and of 
their points and accents : for he^ who understands 
them properly, needs no other comment. This 
is not, however, the case with us; but it is laid 
up to the Coming of our Redeemer, &c." 

David Levi, who was certainly one of the 
most learned among the Jews of modern times, 
speaking of the accents^ thus expresses him- 
self f : " The love of truth obliges me freely 
to confess, that we are not ahle at present 
finally to comprehend the sentiments or meaning 
of the Author in his arrangement of the accents," 
After which he cites the greater part of the 
above passage, which he ascribes to R. Klu- 
neemus^ and then adds : '"' ßut although we 



* Alluding to Hosea, chap. vi. 
f Hebrew Grammar,. p. 339. 
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cannot boast of a thorough knowledge of the 
significatim of every one of the accents; we^ 
however, have yet some small knowledge re- 
maining of the Utility and signification of raany 
of them; as, for instance, which are accents of 
a pause, and which are not, &c." But, as we 
know, many of these designate no pause at all, 
we need not be much alarmed, as to the latter 
part of Levi's statement*. 

What has hitherto been said relates only to 
such passages as have the usual number of ac- 
cents, that is, one accent in a word, (exclusive 
of the Euphonie, or Metheg.) Let us now see 
what has been said respecting others, which have 
a double portion of them ; and such is the 
Decalogue : and in this question we cannot have 
better authority than John Buxtorf. In the 



* In the Thesaurus Grammaticus of Buxtorf, (p. mihi. 609.) 
we have, "Prseter Atbnach ergo et Silluk, distinguunt' et non dis- 
ünguitnt. Rebhiab, Sakeph Katon et Sasgolta, qui commatis jus 
habent, alias subdistingmmt, alias iiihil distinguwit, similes iniiiis- 
troriim. Inda R. David Kimchi scribit Hos. xii. v. 11. ^2 |''^? 
•"np3n ^D^D ^r\^ U^'lhyn D^ü;n£)r7 ^Uj^^, Non omnes saisvs 
vel rationes expositioniim, eunt post sensus pimctationis. ' Hoc' 
adds Buxtorf, < comprobant Caput, quod a fliti^K*!! incipit, et 
quod Vetus Testaraentum voce D^H claudit, omniäque et singula 
ipsis interjeda capita alia, ut curiosa inquisitione non sit opus 
&c.' Here then, according to a very learned Rabbi, the accents 
do not alvvays r^gulate the sense of the context. 
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Thesaurus Grammaticus^ after citlng- the first com- 
raandment,, we have, . as follows * : "Et sie dein- 
ceps, cujus rei causam, alto et egregio omnes 
iranseunt süentio. At verd cum accentus,vocis 
legitimam pronunciationem moderentur, et hic 
talis ipsorum concursus eam turhet, et quidem 
in oratione ea, quce ex ore ipsius Dei egressa est, 
non immerito tantcB rei causce quceritur. An 
scilicet ab ipsomet Deo aut Mose hoc profectum, 
an verö ex posteriorum Judseorum instituto ? 
Hoc postremum se mihi magis probat. Nam 
Hebraiorum commentum hic est. Deum Decem 
prsecepta elocutum esse nnK nil unä vice^ uno 
raomentOj ^x^ n^^ni sermone uno^ r^ni^ rTT^D^l 
eloquio unO;, oratione unä. h. e. uno spiritu et 
halitu, sine ulla interspiratione, mora, pausa, 
vel distinctione, ita ut omnia verba tanquam 
verbum unum et vox una fuerint . ... ex R. 
Salomone, Aben Ezra, R. Bechai, R. Isaac filio 
Äramm ; ex Tanchuma, Jalkut, Chaskuni. Aben 
Ezra tarnen multis objectionibus hanc sententiam 
impugnat : legant ipsum Docti, &c/' Our Author 
will, I doubt not, think with me, that the reason 
above given for one set of the accents, is in- 
adequate and puerile; and, that as these learned 
Rabbies, like other good critics are not unani- 
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mous, not much reliance is to be placed on 
them. 

In the Metrical books moreover, of the Bible, 
we have a system of accentuation^ differing from 
that found in the others; Buxtorf says (p. 45.) 
'' A^ccentuum ratio (i. e. In Jobi Psalmorum et 
Proverbiorum libris) hactenus nee a quoquam 
nostrorunij nee ab ipsis etiam Hehrceis sivffi- 
cienter explicata est, &c." 

There are, besides^ some other points, appended 
to the text, which, although they have not arrived 
at the honour of being classed among the accents, 
have nevertheless been supposed to afFect the 
sense of Scripture. One example will suffice. 
(Thes. Gram. p. 63.) Vnp.ti^^i. "Et osculatus est 
cum, Gen. xxxiii. 4. ubi Masoretharum nota: 
Quindecim dictiones punctatfe sunt in Scriptura'. 
R. Salomon scribit, dissentire Rabbinos de horum 
punctorum explicatione : alios sentire, quod Dens 
Esavi tarn infensi Iiostis animum tetigerit, ut 
sincere fratrem Jacobum osculatus sit : alios 
autem sentire contrarium, quod falsum ipsi 
dederit osculum, &c." Then foUows this tra- 
ditional explanation^ from the Bereschit Rabba — 
''^ quod Esau non quaesierit 'pßh osculari euni, 
sed '\20f> mordere eum, factumque est collum 
ejus marmoreum^ et obstupuerunt dentes impü 
istius. Propterea etiam sequitur, Et fleverunt, 
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nempe, iste propter collum suum, alter propter 
dentes suos !" I take these to be good indirect 
proofs of the ignorance of those from whora 
they proceeded. 

I trust it will not be objected, that these 
citations are indecisive on the point for which 
they have been adduced ; or, that they do not 
reiate to that use of the accents^ which affects 
the interpretation^ and not the mere chanting 
of Scripture :— and it is hoped, that the Author 
of the Reply^ notwithständing my little ac- 
quaintance with the Rabbinical writers^ will not 
hereafter more than douht of my success in this 
undertaking. 

" My learned antagonist/' continues our Au- 
thor (p. 35.) "^in an ironical attack upon rae, 
makes the following reflections : '^ l should 
hardly have expected the vowels and accents * 



■■^*^^**#^**^^#S/'*^<».*'^*«'*^^^^^^.*S*S*'V-^ 



* In my Letter I had here noticed a mistake made by the 
Author of the Remarks, in which he had asserted that in no 
manuscript of the Targums, &c. were vowel points to be found 
attached to the consonants. I pointed out several MSS. in the 
Bodleian Library which are so pointed, and noticed one in the 
PubUc Library of this University. The Author, in his reply, 
fuUy acknowledges the mistake, which he attributes to a lapse of 
memory : but not content with this, charges me with being 
ignorant of the contrary, until I had made considerab'le search in 
Order to inform myself on the point. If I had been ignorant of 

the 
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would have been brought forward by one who 
talks of sound and rigid criticism/' And (p. 38.) 



^.ä^^^-^-^m . 



the fact, it is probable I should never have thought of questioning 
bis Statements ; but the truth is, I very well ktiew, that both in 
Oxford and Cambridge, the Chaldean Targums were to be found 
in MSS. with the vowel points attached to the consonants ; and, 
as I had not committed to memory the class marks of the Oxford 
MSS. I took the trouble of turning to Uri for the greater satis- 
faction of our Author, and for nothing eise. It would have beeu 
well for our Author, if he had confined himself to this charge 
alone ; but, in order " to make assurance double sure," if we may 
use his own language, he has urged the subject to such a length as 
to involve himself in a greater difficulty, than the mistake which 
he has been so candid as to acknowledge. He continues : * " But 
the truth is, that at the moment of writing the sentence alluded 
to, this circumstance had wholly escaped my recoUection ; and 
I hastily concluded, from the well known fad of the points having 
been annexed to the Targums in the Biblia Magna Rabbinica of 
Buxtorf, by the Editor himself, that no manuscript contained 
them." The well k?iown fact, however, is, not that Buxtorf 
annexed the points to the Targums in the Biblia Magna Rab- 
binica, but that he only corrected them according to the analogy 
of the Books of Daniel and Ezra : and it is another well known 
fact, that tl^e Targums had been printed in the Rabbinic and 
other Bibles, with the vowel points, long before Buxtorf was 
born. Was the Author unacquainted with this too, or had he 
forgotten it ? And is he not yet aware that Buxtorf did nothing 
more than correct what he believed to be an erroneous punctua- 
tion? The citation adduced from Pfeifer goes only to shew his 
opinion, that the Targums must have been poiuted some time 
after they were first composed; and that some old MSS. had 
a punctuation not coeval with their date: but does not at all 
prove, that the punctuation of the Targums is more modern 
than that of the sacred text itself. I object, therefore, to the 

proposed 

* P. 36. 
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" No one then, it seems^ who talks of sound 
and rigid criticism must bring* forward vowels 
and accents to illiistrate the sense of the Hebrew 
text, &c," And (p. 39.) " I despair not of prov- 
mg, even to the learned Professor's own satis- 
faction, that sound and rigid critics do not dis- 
card the inventions of the Masorets, as unworthi/ 
of a place in critical questions .... for my refer- 
ence shall be to the learned Professor of Arabic 
himself In his controversy with Mr. Bellamy, 
the different meanings of words^ as dependent 
upon their appropriate vowels, are frequently 
insisted upon, &c.'' Then (p. 40.) after adducing 



proposed emendation of the passage in question : viz. " Yet in no 
nianuscript whatsoever, except in so7n€ more modern copies 0/ the 
Targvms, have vowel points been ever added to the consonants." 
I object, because no proof has been offered, and because I believe 
none can be made out, that the punctuation of the Targums is 
posterior to that of the Hebrew text itself. After this note occurs 
another from Baver, stating, that the vowel points were not added 
by the Masorets by mere caprice ; but that they followed a more 
ancient System of punctuation, which had in some measure been 
preserved by tradition, — that the ancient Translators agree for 
Ihe most part with the Masoretic punctuation, — and that it is the 
duty of a good and circumspect critic not to reject them rashly. 
To all of which I perfectly agree. My only object is to give them 
their due importance, and no more : to use them as the com- 
mentary of men equally fallible with ourselves ; but yet possessing 
very considerable knowledge of the import of the text : — of men, 
who have certainly done much, of which we ought to avail our- 
selves : but who also have made many mistakes, which it is no 
less our duty to avoid. 
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some instances in which I had shewn that Mr. 
Bellamy had translated contrary to the vowel 
points, he adds,, " Such are the criticisms of the 
very man whö censures me for my ignoiant 
attachment to the points. .... Are not his theory 
in his Strictures upon my Remarks, and his prac- 
tice in his controversy with Mr. Bellamy, a little 
at variance?'- : 

The Allthor having settled this point in his 
own mind, proceeds^ in the next place^ to Charge 
me with duplicity, taking for granted, that ]\q 
had reduced me to a dilemma from which I could 
not extricate myself. " He will scarcely^ I ap- 
prehend, here assert, that the object of his 
critical controversy was not to ascertain the 
genuine meaning of Scripture, but simply to 
confute Mr. Bellamy upon his own principles: 
for as it cannot be supposed that his consdence 
would permit him to sport with Scriptural truth, 
so were his criticisms clearly intended to con- 
vince as well as to silence his adversary." The 
answer to all this is extremely easy. I have 
never had any doubt, that the vowel points have 
been accurately applied in the far greater por- 
tion of Scripture; and the passages he has 
adduced are of this specific description. I only 
assert, that there is a great number, in which 
neither vowels nor accents are accurate or appro- 

C 
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priate: but not one of these occurs in my~ 
criticisms on Mr. Bellamy. 

I trustj after this explanation, it will not be 
necessary to say mach in reply to the concluding 
Paragraph of this Chapter (p. 44.) viz. that my 
critical scourge has fallen partly on my öwn 
Shoulders. The truth is, it was not intended 
for the Shoulders of any one ; but merely to 
ascertain the truth in a question, in which I 
have no doubt we are both equally interested. 



CHAP. m. 

ON THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE HEBREW MSS. &C. 



The next question discussed by our Author, 
is that which relates to a Classification of the 
Hebrew MSS. with a view to ascertain what 
were the original readings of the text^ 

I had argued, in my Letter, principally to 
shew, that, allowing only one edition of the 
Hebrew Bible to be now in existence, the diffi- 
culty of ascertaining the original readings of 
the Prophets, &c. would be less than if there 
were more than one : because^ as the difFerences 
were less, the difficulty of reconciling them 
would be less also : and therefore, that it was 
foreign to the question to affirm, that nothing 
could be done without the Classification adopted 
by Griesbachj which supposed three editions in- 
stead of one; and consequently greater difFerences 
in the readings than either of us had supposed are 
to be found among the cöllations of the Hebrew 
MSS. To this^ if I understand the Author 
aright^ he accedes (p. 58.). "Whether however/* 

C2 
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says he, " the existence of but one edition, could 
that be proved to have been the onh/ one, be 
a circumstance more favourable to our ascer- 
taining" the original readings of the text, than 
if other editions had existed, is another question. 
I should think that it certainly would: pro- 
vided we could know that the original readings 
of the text had undergone little or no change 
from the period of its first Promulgation to that 
of its subsequent revision." 

That this is another question however, I deny : 
it is the question, and the only one which 
I intended to urge: and we have the answer: 
" I should think that it certainly would." We are 
then perfectly agreed on the main question before 
US. I have now a few remarks to ofFer on the 
limiting clauses: viz. *^ Could that be proved to 
have been the onh/ one." And again: '/Pro- 
vided we could know that the original readings 
of the text had undergone little or no change, 
&c." I answer, it is our business to decide on 
what we do know : — on the nature of the mate- 
rials in our hands ; and not on what might be 
supposed to have existed at some period prior 
to that, from which our MSS. and versions 
have been derived, If indeed we have an 
advantage in the edition of the Hebrew Bible 
being one and not three, why should we 
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forego this advantage^ because some one might 
suggest, that prior to the time of Ezra, it is pos- 
sible a few more various readings might häve 
existed, which have not come down to us? 

In the preceding paragraph we have another 
limiting clause, still more trifling, if possible, 
than those already noticed: " But," it is said, 
^'at any rate, from the very nature of readings 
belonging to one edition only, little critieal 
interest would be attached*, in comparison of 
what would be the case, were the readings 
capable of being classed under different editions. 
The reason is obvious, because in the latter 
instance greater and more important differences 
would arise." 

Perhaps I may be allowed to ask, what has 
critieal interest to do with a question solely 
conversant about the truth ? Is nothing to be 
done because critics cannot have such materials 
to work upon, as may suit their individual 
caprice? or because the differences may not 
be so great or important as they may vvish ? 
The great value of the labours of Kennicott 
and De Rossij consists, in my opinion, in the 
discovery, that though there are certain discre- 
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* I do not yery clearly see how this passage is to be con- 
strued. 
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pancies in tlie various copies, they are such as 
still to leave the Bihle materially the same: 
and, that it can no longer be objected that the 
Jewish transci'ibers have wilfully corrupted the 
text. 

The only thing worthy öf further remark in 
this Chapter, is^ a Charge brought against me of 
having attacked the System of Griesbach, (p. 54.) 
which is perfectly groundless. I had argued^ 
that if the state of the collations were such as 
to adrait of the threefold Classification of Gries- 
bach^ ihe difficulty of ascertaining the original 
readings of the text would be increased; and 
conseqüently, that we should be implicated iri 
greater difficulties than we now are^ when no 
such Classification is necessary. My words are 
these : " Let us suppose for a moraent, that it 
is necessary for the purposes of criticism^ that 
more than one edition of the Hebrew text should 
be found among the collations. Let us, (in order 
to suit Griesbach's System) suppose one of Ba- 
bylon^ another of Palestine, and another of 
Europe, which may be called the Western. 
Now^ I ask, are we any nearer ascertaining> 
what were the original readings of the Pro-' 
phets? for I believe this to be the ultiraate 
object critics should have in view. If each of 
these cditions should be found to claim high 
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'antiquity, I suppose the difficulty would be in- 
creased. And if great objections be made tö 
the Classification of the MSS. (as is the case 
with Griesbach's work; and it is possible this 
very author is araong the objectors) I am led 
to believe the difficulty would be still greater." 
Were I not disposed to allow the Author' of the 
Reply the '^ privilege of anger/ which I am sorry 
to sa,y characterizes almost every page of his 
pamphlet, I certainly should be at a loss to 
discover, how he could have come to the con- 
clusion, that this was a severe and indiscrimi- 
nate censure upon the system of Griesbach : for 
it eannot but be sufficiently obvious to every 
impartial reader, that my object was to shew, 
that were the nature of the collations such as to 
call for Griesbach's Classification,, the difficulty of 
ascertaining the true readings^ would be much 
greater than it now is. 

One remark more^ and I have done with 
Chapter the fourth. In page 49. a question öf 
mine is repeated, as to the original readings of 
the one edition of the Hebrew text^ so fre- 
quently alluded to: "Is it (i.e. the genuine 
text of the Masorets) in the edition of Van der 
Hooght? — Or further, is it in the Masora? 
&c." ^'To enquire," adds our Author, "if it is 
to be found in» the Masora, which contains not 
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the text itself, but simply consists of critical 
observations relating to it (borders a little on 
absurdity.") We thcn have the following note 
at the foot of the page. "The remarks in the 
Masora extend to the computatiön of the num- 
ber of verses in each book of the Bible — tö 
the peculiarities discoverable in certain verses^ 
such as, that there is one versCj (Jerem. xxi. 7-) 
which contains forty-two words and one hun- 
dred and sixty letters ; that there are only twö 
verses in the Pentateuch beginning with Samech, 
&c. — to the peculiarities observable in words 
with respect to the frequency or infrequency 
of their recurrence, the parts of the verse in 
which they are found, their combinations, their 
deficiency or redundancy in vau and jod, &c. 
—and to the peculiarities of letters, such as their 
magnitude, inversion, Suspension/ &c. &c.'* This 
is indeed the truth^ but it is not the whole 
truth, unless the «&;c's. may be supposed to con- 
tain the remainder, which bears immediately 
lipon my question, and which it is a little 
Strange should have been omitted. The Ma- 
sora, it is very well known, also contains not 
fewer than a thousand various readings of 
great value, which generally go under the 
name of the Keri and Ketib. Had this too 
escaped the Autbor s recoUection ! See the 



41 

Tiberias of Buxtorf, Cap. xiii. and the Histoire 
critique of Pere Simon, p. 137. where some 
others will be pointed out. 

Upon the whole then, I think, there is only 
one thing, with respect to the subject matter of 
this Chapter, about which we can differ; and 
that isj whether any arrangement of the MSS. 
should be attempted^ in order to ascertain the 
real number and value of the witnesses which 
tnay be adduced in favor of the several read- 
ings; and to throw that further light upon the 
sacred Volume, of which it Stands in need in 
not ä few instances. And I may be allowed 
to add, it is my opinion that the attempt should 
be made. 



CHAP. IV. 

ON THE USE OF THE ANCIENT VERSIONS, &C. 



We now come to the several questions re- 

lating to the use of the ancient Versions of 

Scripture, the Canons of Criticism, &c. of which 

something had been said in my Letter to Mr. 

Bellamy. The passage selected from my Letter 

for our Author's animadversions, is the follow- 

ing : " The versions this Author supposes can- 

not be 'relied upon, because they may stand in 

need of revision themselves. Granted : still they 

may be consulted, as far as their accuracy goes, 

which can generally be determined hj a refer- 

ence to the MSS. of those versions, and other 

versions derived from them^ to a degree suffi- 

cient for all practical purposes." I am in the 

first place asked, if I will condescend to drop 

the form, and grasp the substance of logical 

precision, how it is possible, that the accuracy 

of versions, which I grant, cannot be relied 

upon, because they stand in need of revision 

themselves, is to be generally determined by 
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a mere reference to the MSS. of those versions 
and others derived from them? I answer, it is 
not of much importance to the critic, whether 
the versions have been accurately made or not; 
it is enough for him, if he can determine what 
the text was which was followed by the Trans- 
lator, and this can mostly be determined, 
even in instances where he has totally mis- 
taken his original: of which^ innumerabl^ 
instances are to be found in the Critica Sacra 
pf Cappellus. The principal thing to be done 
is, to aseertain whether the text of the version 
be genuine or not; and this is to be known, 
as I have already said, by a reference to the 
MSS. of such Version^ and to other versions, 
if there be any, derived from it. I am 
stopped, however, and told, this is impossiblcj, 
because few individuals can have access to such 
MSS. *^'I cannot," it is then said, " mean a 
reference to all known MS^. of the versions." 
I dismiss this as a mere cavil, because a person 
so circumstanced has no business to make the 
enquiry at all. 

The next question is : * " Will he then ven- 
ture to maintain, that the accuracy of a single. 
reading in any one of the versions can be thus 
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satisfactorib/ ^etermined ?" I answer, most cer- 
tainly: and will venture to go still farther, 
and affirm^ that there are very few readings 
in any of the versions, that may not thus be 
determined. 

In page 63. of the Reply this subject is 
again resumed. I had said^ that the dif- 
ficulties arising from the various readings, 
could be sufficiently removed by' having re- 
course to the canons of sound criticism. Our 
Author replies : " I must however confess that 
I do not conceive a critical decision upon the 
preference of one reading above another, in the 
present state of the collations, quite so easy a 
task, as my Opponent seems to think; nor 
an atterapt at such a decision likely to produce 
quite so satisfactory a result in public estima- 
tion, as he anticipates." I answer, the present 
State of the collations (or of the ancient MSS. 
of the versions) I beg leave to put out of the 
question^ as I had supposed recourse might be 
had to the canons of criticism. The ease of 
the task too I dismiss, supposing a little diffi- 
culty might be submitted to for so desireable 
an end. Our Author's quite satisfactory result 
I also pass over, because this is merely his own 
opinion ; and, I now ask : if nothing satisfactory 
is to be expected from an arrangement and 
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cautious use of the collations and versionSj ia 
conformity with the rules laid down by the 
best critics, is not the Classification by Gries- 
bach, &c. by which that of the Hebrew MSS. 
is also to be modelled^ as our Author will 
have it, a mere nose of wax? And has not 
he been contending for what, he now allows, 
will produce no satisfactory result? I certainly 
never thought of arguing for abstract perfec-^ 
tion in this or any similar undertaking: I 
have argued only for that which experience 
has pointed out as the safest mode of procedure; 
and then concluded, that common candour and 
common sense must necessarily acquiesce. No, 
says our Author, people will still object; and 
until time has elapsed, and critics are unanimous, 
we must be content to remain as we are. — 
I leave the Reader to form his own conclusion. 
The next point for discussion is, what is 
meant by the phrase, practical purposes. In 
Coming to a decision respecting the reading 
found in any version, it has been the usual 
practice first to ascertain, whether the text of 
the Version be genuine or not : and secondly, 
whether the reading of the Version could have 
been derived from the original text as we now 
have it, either legitimately or not, according to 
the usual practice of the Author of suph ver- 
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sion : or, whether he might not have mis- 
taken one letter for another in the original, 
especially when a change of one letter similar 
to another, will account for the mistake. When 
this cannot be done, the versions are generally 
given up as being öf but little use : but when 
it can, an additional witness is supposed to be 
obtained either for, or against, the reading under 
consideration. This is what I meant^ by 'pvac- 
tical jmrposes. Now, how has our Author met 
this part of the question? not by any process 
natural to the scholar or critic; but by an 
effort to call forth feelings perfectly foreign to 
the subjeet before us. ^'^To a degree/' con- 
tinues he, " suffioient for all practical purposes." 
For all the practical purposes of the Bible Society, 
which are precisely what the conductors ofthat 
Society choose to raake them, I admit; but not^ 
I raaintain, for any practical purposes which " ?i 
sound and rigid criticism" would acknowledge. 

Now comes the specific charge : " The con- 
duct of a man is the best exemplification of his 
creed. Mr. Lee has himself superintended the 
publication of a Syriac Testament, which the 
Bible Society has destined to the use of the 
Syriari Christians in the East This Tes- 
tament was published in 18l6_, and contains a 
Short advertisementj inserted between the title- 
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page atid first leaf, in these words; ^^Brevi 
prodibunt codicum MSS. collationes ad quorum 
fidem emendata est hasc editio/' But no collation 
has ever yet appeared. .... Surely long before 
this time he was bound to have redeemed so 
direct a pledge^ and so necessary a justification 
of what no other critic had been bold enough 
to attempt before him; Griesbach alone ex- 
cepted." ....'' I have remarked/' continues he, 
"that the amendments were altogether made in 
sole conformity with the private opinion of 
Professor Lee ; and when his collations appear, 
he willj I doubt not, produce such proofs of 
the propriety of his alterations, as will be per- 
fectly sufficient to satisfy his own judgment. But 
is he confident that they will be sufficient to satisfy 
that of the critical world at large ? I will quote 
one specimen, and one only, of his emendations. 
In the long controverted passage, Acts xx. 28. 
the words of the received text, Trocßaiveiv r^v 
eKKXrjaiav röv Qeov, ''to feed the Chufch of God" 
are thus rendered in all the printed editions of 
the Syriac Testament, '' to feed the Church of 
Christ." Now in one Syriac manuscript^ only, 
and he will not contradict ray assertion, he 
found the words '' of God," and upon the credit 
of this Single manuscript, has he inserted those 
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words in the ^eocMtself; simply remarking in a 
note, that other copies read " of Christ" I may 
venture to assert, that, how good soever his 
motives may have been, his amendment will 
not for a moment bear the test of a " sound 
and rigid criticism.'* Many artd grievous charges 
indeed ! Let us see how they are to be met. 

In the first place, it is very true that I 
superintended an Edition of the Syriac Testa- 
ment for the use of the Syrian Churches in 
Malabar, which was printed at the expense of 
the ßible Society ; and it is equally true, that 
I made some alterations in the text as printed 
in former editions, of which that selected by our 
Author is one. I may perhaps now be allowed 
to State my reasons for making the principal 
alterations alluded to, which I will venture to 
affirm will satisfy the "^ sound and rigid criticism" 
of our Author himself. It is well known by 
those who are conversant with this question, 
that since the time of Widmanstad, who super- 
intended the Editio Princeps, many and exten- 
sive interpolations have found their way into 
the Syriac text: all of which are, I believe, 
due either to the notes of Widmanstad, or to 
the marginal readings of the Edition of Tre- 
mellius, (except the story of the Adulteress, 
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John Chap. vii, which first appeared in the 
London Polyglott). Now, knowing as I did 
this fact, what would ''sound and rigid criticism" 
suggest as proper io be done in superintending 
a new edition? Were these interpolations^ 
with some manifest mistakes of trauscribers^ to 
be continued, when an Edltor had access to 
some of the best MSS. in Europe? I sup- 
posed not, and accordingly took the liberty 
of separating, or throwing entirely out of the 
textj such readings as were found in no MS. 
whatever^ and which, I knew came from former 
Editors. Some other alterations of minor iniport- 
ance were made in single words; but not without 
the concurrence of a very able Orientalist and 
Biblical critic : and wherever any difference of 
opinion existed between us, as to the authority 
of any reading, no alteration was made. So 
much for our general practice. 

The next charge adduced by our Author is, my 
not having published the collations of the MSS. 
which I had made for this edition. My reply is, 
I have already given my reason to the public 
why this has not been done : it is^ because I 
have^ since the completion ofthat edition^ taken 
upon myself the task of collating all the MSS. 
of the Syriac Old Testament, to which 1 can 
have access, and have already made some pro- 

D 
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gTCss in the work; and rescued some impor- 
tant parts of the Syriac text from dust and 
darkness. It has been my Intention to print 
all these collations together, which may then 
be of sufRcient magnitude and importance to 
make them acceptable to the public*; If the 
Author of the Repiy had wished to see any 
partj or the whole of these collations^ he 
very well knew where to apply, and that they 
would not have been withheld. I do not think, 
therefore, he had any good reason to complain; 
and cei'tainly none for the formidable Charge 
here raade. 

We now come to the particular passage, 
upon the alteration of which the principal charge 
is grounded: viz. Acts xx. 28. ^'^Now/' says 
our Author, ""^in owe Syriac manuscript only, and 
he will not contradict my assertion, he found 
the words ''of Gad;" and upon the credit of 
this Single manuscript^ has inserted those words 
in the text itself ; simply remarking in a note, 
that other copies read ^ of Christ.'" "■ I may 
venture to assert," continues our Author, "that, 
how good soever his motives may have been, 
his amendment will not for a moment bear the 
test of 'a sound and rigid criticism/" 



* Classical Journal, No. xlvi. p. 245. 
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I inay be allowed to ask, in the first place, 
how does our Author know, thaf, this emenda- 
tion has been made lipon fhe credit of one 
Single MS. onh/? and further^ how can he be 
certain, that T shall not contradict his assertion ? 

When I was at Oxford some time ago, 
collating Syriac MSS. of the Old Testament, 
I informed our Author, (for we are no strangers 
to each otherj that there was a very ancient 
Syriac MS. in the Bodleian Library containing 
the reading in question*; I then shewed him 
the MS. and the reading, and informed bim 
of two other MSS. perhaps equally ancient^ which 
also have it. This, I will venture to assert^ 
was unknown to him before. Our Author has 
remembered the one manuscript, viz. that at 
Oxford, but the other two seem to have escaped 
his recollection ; and now he positively asserts, 
that this is the only MS. having that reading, 
and that 1 shall not contradict his assertion! 
But had his memory failed, with regard to my 
information, he might have known, that there 
is another at least in which this reading is 
found : and, that he may not hereafter make 
a similar trip, I shall take the liberty of in form- 
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ing him, where this other MS. is^ and what is 
its character. In Adler's account of the Versi- 
ones SyriaccB, (p. 10, &c.) we have the follow- 
ing passages : 

"VIII. Codex Syriacus Vaticanus XXI. peri- 
copas ex Actis Apostol. et Epistolis Pauli selectas 
continens, Anni. MXLII." 

"Omnes, quos supra recensui, Codices Evan- 
gelia tantum continent. Unicum exemplum vidi, 
quod reliquorum N. T. librorum fragmenta com- 
plectitur, codicem Vaticanum XXI, inter Codices 
Syriacos ab Assemano in bibliothecam Vaticanam 
ex Oriente illatos, quadragesimum primum ; 
membranaceum, formse quartse, litteris recentibus 

simillimis exaratum Celebris ille locus 

Actor= XX. 28. in hoc codice legitur his verbis^ 
fol. Ixvi, col. 1. oiio^ ouoj woi |oi2^j jZfiA .Qi^jZ» 
'/ut pascatis ecclesiam Dd, quam acquisivit 
sanguine suo/' ubi vulgares Syriacse editiones, 
cum probatissimis exeraplis grsecis, habent \L^^ 
U>-fc*iD> ecclesiam. Christi. ''Quod argumento est, 
inquit Assemanus, non omnia Syriacae vulgatae 
versionis exempla eamdem hie lectionem exhi- 
bere: adeoque Synodi Diamperiensis et Possevini 
suspicio confirmatur, hunc locum a Nestorianis 

primum corruptum fuisse Et Sabarjesus, 

Presbyter Nestorianus affirmat, Jacobitas pro 
|wv**iDj Ua^ legere M^j iZj^, id quod non 
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solum de Heracleensi (vel Philoxeniana) versione 
intelligendum est .... . sed etiam de vulgata 
' Syriaca, quam Grasci in Syria degentes, Syroque 
sermone Novum Testamentum in ecclesia reci- 
tantes usurpant, quemadmodum ex hoc perve- 
tusto codice corapertum est." 

It perhaps now appears, that there are two 
MSS. containing this important reading : and 
that the Author of the Reply, &c. should 
have known this. I now proceed to inform 
him where he will find a third. In the Public 
Library of this University there is a Syriac MS. 
(marked Oo. -1. 1. and 2.) that was brought 
by Dr. C. Buchanan from the Syrian Church in 
Malabar^ which also contains this reading; and 
I believe this MS. is not inferior in date to either 
of the preceding. We have, therefore, three old 
Syriac MSS. containing the reading in question : 
and I think I may venture to challenge the 
Author himself to produce three of equal anti- 
quity and authority for the other. 

But whether we had critical authority suffi- 
cient for altering the text or not, I may venture 
to assert, that there is still another reason 
which would fully justify the alteration made; 
which is this. The edition alluded to was 
undertaken expressly for the use of the Church 
of Malabar, and the MS. brought from that 
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Ghurch was sufficient to shew, whicli is the 
reading* received by Ihem : and, as the Bible 
Sopiety assumes no right to determine;, in cases 
like this, what reading ought to be followed, 
it was presumed that the Editor had no right to 
impose a reading upon that Churchj which could 
not be shewn, to have been received by it. But, 
that no offence might be given to other Churches, 
into whose hands the book might probably fall, 
and in which the other reading is received, a note 
was added to shew, that other MSS. had the other 
reading, leaving them to determine which they 
should prefer. It may not be amiss here to in- 
forin our Äuthor, that in the edition of the 
Philoxenian Version edited by the very learned 
Dr. White, the same thing has been done, in 
conformity with the MS. used by him, which 
may be considered as additional proof, that the 
Jacobite Church gives the preference to this 
reading. 

The assertion too, that rio one excepting 
Griesbach has taken a similar liberty with the 
text of the New Testament, he either knows, 
or ought to know, is not true : for it is certain 
that Robert Stephens, Erasmus, the Editors of 
the Complutensian Polyglott, Beza, and others, 
took liberties of this kind when they believed 
they were borne out by the authority of their 
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MSS. And it is also cerlain thät the Editors of 
the Greek and Roman classical authors have 
been no less daring. 

We have seen that the historical part of this 
Charge (if I may so call it) is totally groundless 
and false : let us now examine the principles of 
criticism upon which it has been conducted. 
It has been said, that the alteration alluded to 
was made upon the credit of one single 
MS. only. Let this be granted, merely for the 
sake of argument. The question now is, whether 
the reading of this one MS. may not be con- 
sidered as of equal authority with that one, from 
which the *Editio Princeps was taken. I am of 



* It will perhaps here be objected, that Widmanstad had at 
least iho vetustissima exemplaria, with which he collated his 
edition- of the Syriac Testament, as mentioned in his notice facing 
the first page of the Gospels. 1 answer, if it can be shewn that 
these copies contained nothing more than the Gospels, such 
objection falls to the ground; and this, I think, can be done. 
About the niiddleof Widmanstäd's Preface he gives au account of 
some Syriac copies of the Gospels, which he had seen in the 
possession of Ambrosius Theseus, his preceptor; and in the 
Library of one Lactantius Ptolem^eus : these last he says he tran- 
scribed, and kept with the splendid gift of his preceptor, " Quarto 
post anno in Bibliotheca Lactantii Ptolemsei reperi quatuor Evan- 
gelistarum libros unä cum Ephremi et Jacobi Syrorum opusculis 
nonnuUis, quse ipse mox transcripsi, atque cum Thesei raunere 
splendidissimo conservavi, &c." I suppose then, that either the 
copies of Theseus, or those in the Library of Lactantius, or both, 

were 
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opinion that it is of equal authority, if not 
greater ; and that the number of editions which 
have been printed, all copying the first^ in this 
reading at least, cannot by any canon of criti- 
cism, be construed as giving additional authority 
to that first and only one MS. which I assert 
can be shewn^ not to have been an old one, 
but written expressly for the purpose of being 
printed in Europe. The authority of one 
ancient MS. is therefore equal, at least, in au- 
thority to one modern one : and if other inde- 
pendent, and equally ancient MSS. can be found, 
which agree with this, and frequently with the 
citations in the commentaries of Ephraim Syrus, 
where the Editio Princeps does not, which 
I affirm to be the fact, I am tempted to be- 
lieve, that the authority becomes much greater, 
and sufficiently so to give the preference to 
that reading. 

I need not now, perhaps, stop to consider 
the hypercriticism offered upon the note found 
in the foot of the page of the Syriac Testament 
alluded to, I therefore dismiss this part of the 



were the diio vetiistissima exemplaria above-mentioned : and if 
so, the Acts of the Apostles and Epistles, as published by 
Widmanstad, had not the advantage of such coUation ; and itis 
well known that the copy used for the edition was a modern 
one. 
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subject by merely suggesting to our Authorj the 
propriety of being a little more accurate, should 
he in future think of engaging in Syriac criti- 
cisnij or in printing any extracts in Syriac, as 
in the present instance, he has certainly been 
guilty of some grievous mistakes. 

With respect to myself, I had supposed that 
the discovery of this iraportant reading, in two 
of the oldest Syriac MSS. in Europe/ would be 
considered as of some value by the Friends of 
orthödoxy : but, " occidit spes omnis &c/' I am 
becorae in consequence, not only the object of 
a serious charge, but of political dread. 

That I have some reason to believe this 
edition of the Syriac Testament has been well 
received in the Church of Malabar,, and that it is 
producing the good efFects, which I had hoped 
it would, may be collected from a Letter from 
the present Metropolitan of that Church^ 
which now lies before me^ dated ^ ^^ qxo 
Joä .^^ Dec. 3, 1821. The Metropolitan 
writing, not to the Bible Society, but to two 
distinguished Noblemen in this country, says : 
jZA-^ ^01*0 <^<^2>o ^a\ ^^•J,*! \L^*j UÄ.A.]» Jöilbo 

&c. .QOLtSi^j^. ^' With respect to the books of 
the New Testament which you sent to us^ we 
have divided, and given (them) to the Churches, 



which are in Malabar ; and with great joy does 
every man present bis prayer to God for you/' 

Since these New Testaments have been sent 
to Malabar^ I have had the good fortune nearfy 
to complete a large impression of the Old for 
the same Church; and I have some hopes, 
that I shall be able to do a similar work 
for the Churches in Abyssinia. Onr Aiithor 
will perhaps give me credit for my zeal, 
though he may be inclined to say that it 
is without knowledge. I do trust, however^ 
that neither he, nor any of his Friends, will 
therefore conclude^ that I am a worse mem- 
ber of our Apostolic Church, or less attached to 
our excellent Government. 

Having dismissed that part of the Reply 
which relates to our Author's own Statements, 
and which he does not appear to me to have 
urged with very extraordinary success, his next 
object is to refute some of my Strictures 
upon Mr. Bellamy's Translation, to which Mr. 
Bellamy himself was unable to reply. Let us 
now see how far he has succeeded in this par- 
ticular. 

" Another," (i. e. canon of criticism) it is 
added (p. 69-) "occurs in his critical contest with 
Mr. Bellamy." It is this ; "that in every instance, 
in which the writers of the New Testament give 
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a quotation from the Old, the translation adopted 
by them must be admitted to be the true one, 
if we are desirous of preserving their character 
and credit from censure." 

Were I to ask the Author in what page of 
my Letter this principle has been laid down, 
I believe I should wait a considerable time for 
a direct reply* The truth is, he has made this 
out by inferenceS;, which I now proceed to shew 
cannot legitimately be drawn from my Statements. 
The first passage adduced is this^ which I give 
as it Stands in the Author's Reply, (p. 65.) ''Mr. 
Bellamy attaches some fanciful meanings to the 
words n:ip and ''3"'D in Exodus iii.' 2. These are 
thus controverted : Suppose then Seneh HDD and 
'^Tü to have been derived from the same root^, 
as some Lexicographers have stated;, it would not 
necessarily foliow, that they must mean the same 
thing; and if St. Luke, or rather St. Stephen, 
may at all be relied upon, we may (5onclude 
that they do not. In the Acts of the Apostles 
we have this remarkable passage, chi vii. ver. 30. 
Kai irXrjpcoOevreov ertou reffcrapaKovra, wCpOri avrip ei> 
Trj eprffiu) tov opovs ^iva ayyeXos K.upiov ev (pXoyt 
TTvpos ßdrov. Where Stm appears to correspond 
to the ''2^0 of Moses, and ßdrov to n^D, which 
latter has generally been understood to mean 
a bush. (See also Mark xii. 26. Luke xx. 37.) 
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You (i. e. Mr. Bellamy) suppose, however, that 
enemies to Revelation have given this meaning 
to the words of Moses ; at present, I am inclined 
to believe, that our Lord, St. Luke, and St. 
Stephen were no such enemies." 

The circumstance which drew this Reply 
from me was^ an assertion of Mr. Bellamy's, 
that the enemies of Revelation had first given 
the usual Interpretation of this passage. 1 pro- 
ceeded, therefore, in the first place, to shevv 
who had given this Interpretation : namely, 
our Lordf St. Stephen, and St. Luke, and then 
concludedj that they who had given this Inter- 
pretation were not enemies to Revelation. No 
one, I believe, but our Author would ever have 
thought of inferring any thing eise. Besides, not 
one of the passages referred to is a translation of 
the passage in Exodus, but only contains allusions 
to it. How then^ 1 ask, can it be supposed, that 
I here intended to lay down principles of trans- 
lation, when translation is totally foreign to the 
question ? 

The next critique of our Author is on the 
Word Dzbl, which 1 had contended should be 
translated as found in the Authorized Version, 
and referred to in the Acts of the Apostles ; to 
which, however, he does not object ; but en- 
deavours to shew. that I have made such 
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mistakes, as do not exhibit a defect of memory 
but of knowledge. In the first place, it is pre- 
sumed, that my reference to the Acts of the 
Apostles must necessarily go to establish the 
principle of criticism above-mentioned. This 
I deny. I never supposed that the Inspiration 
of the Apostles consisted in a strict adherence 
to verbal criticism; but I have supposed that 
their interpretations of passages found in the 
Old Testament, may at least claim as much 
respect;, as would be attached to profane authors, 
making similar allusions to foreign writers. If, 
for instance, Cicero should make an allusion to any 
passage in the writings of Epicurus, and explain 
it: and, supposing the works of Epicurus to be 
discovered, and the passage found, to which the 
allusion had been made, I believe some credit 
would be attached to Cicero's Interpretation . 
This, then is all I contend for in the citations 
from the Old Testament, , I argue only for the 
general meaning of such passages, and I will 
affirm this may always be relied upon, whatever 
may be the verbal difference, considered in a 
critical point of view. In the present case, ril'?! 
has been supposed by grammarians to be put 
for mn'pi, of which last, there can be no doubt 
the true meaning is, in aflame, or, as the Evan- 
gelist has cited it, ev cfAoyl. I believe therefore, 
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that the usual Interpretation is the true one. 1 
had Said indeed that mbl, was the construct form 
of ri2it>2, which is an error ; but whether it 
proceeded from me or my amanuensis, who was 
a very careless one^, it is impossible now to say. 
It is certain, however^ that 1 did not intend to 
have written construct, but contracted form of 
ninVl ; and this, our Author mig-ht have dis- 
covered, from the unusual phraseology construct 
formj upon which he has made a reraark : for 
I cannot for a moraent suppose^ that he believes 
me to be perfectly ig'norant of the first rudi- 
ments of the Hebrew Gramraar. 

In the next place I am accused of ignorance 
in not knowing that the interpretation of rsubx 
as given by Mr. Bellamy, is a very ancient one ; 
and that it has been approved by Aben Ezra. 
I answer ; The extent of my ignorance I leave 
others to determine: but perhaps I may be al- 
lowed to say, that I knovv this interpretation 
not to be an ancient one — that probably it had 
never been heard of before the 12th Century, 
and certainly not before the tenth : — that I knew 
it occurred in the commentary of Aben Ezra ; 
but as I was aware it was out of the power of 
Mr. Bellamy to read that commentary, I also 
knew it would be absurd in me to suppose, he 
obtained bis second-hand emendation from him, 
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and therefore, I referred him to Michaelis as 
the person from whom he had probably taken 
it. I certainly had not consulted Munster's Bible, 
on the passag'e in question, nor did I think it 
necessary : yet I do not see why I should, on 
this account, be charged with ignorance : nor 
do I know vvho _ will ' escape the lash/ if not 
to have consulted every commentary in exist- 
ence, is at all times sufficient to establish such 
a Charge. 

" There is Hkewise/' continues cur Author, 
" another little slip in bis criticism, which I shall 
barely notice. He says that St. Luke has, after 
St. Stephen, written ev (pXoyl irvpos." " How/' 
it is then asked, " could it escape him, that it was' 
impossible for St; Stephen to write a speech 
immediately after the speaking' of which he was 
put to death ? And that when St. Stephen spoke^ 
he did not speak in Greek V' 

Can any thing be conceived more puerile, 
or more unworthy of the attainments of our 
Author than this? Where has he found me 
asserting that St. Stephen wrote his speech, or 
that, if he only spoke it, he spoke it in Greek ? 
It is truly painful to be compelled to notice 
cavilling like this, founded upon mere assump- 
tion and totally groundless. 

The next, and last passage cited from my 
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Letter, to shew that I must have contended for 
the principle of translation already alluded to, 
is this : " Might not this second-hand emenda- 
tion of yours, if once adopted, be brought to 
bear, in furthering the cause of infidelity ? Might 
it not be asserted, that St. Luke and St. Stephen 
had not either siifficient ability or honest^ 
rightly to cite the meaning of the Scriptures ?" 
" Hence it follows," adds our Author, '' that no 
translation is to be attempted, and, (may I not 
add) no reading to be admitted, unless such as 
perfectly corresponds with the quotations made 
by the writers ' of the New Testament^ &c.'' 
It has already been remarked, that the passages 
alluded to are not translations of passages in the 
Old Testament, but only allusions to them : 
it is probable therefore that I did not intend to 
inculcate the doctrine respecting translations, 
here attempted to be inferred : I only intended 
the general scope and meaning of such passages ; 
for I had said . . '' rightly to cite the meaning of 
the Scriptures : and this I will venture to assert 
can be shewn universally to have been done by 
the Evangelists and Apostles, in a manner suffi- 
ciently definite to Warrant their being opposed 
to the fanciful interpretations of Mr. Bella my." 
And this is all for which I have contended or 
do contend. 
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As an illustration may sometimes tend to set 
a point in debate in its true light, our Author 
has proposed two passages, upon which he 
wishes I should try my skill in conformity to 
my critical principles. '^"I will here subjoin/' 
says he, ''two quotations from that version, 
(i. e. the Septuagint) made by the inspired author 
of the Epistle to the Hebrews, according to 
which I do not think that my Opponent himself 
is prepared to model the meaning of the ori- 
ginal text." The Opponent answers^ he has no 
doubtj he shall be able to reconcile the passages, 
even to the Author's satisfaction. 

The first passage is. Heb. xi. 21. "Jacob, 
when blessing Joseph, is said to have *wor- 
shipped, (leaning,) upon the top of his staff/ 
€7rt TO ÜKpov ri]s pdßSov avrov.'^ We then have 
a passage cited from Jerome, in which is given 
as the true translation ; " Et adoravit Israel ad 
Caput lectuli." I certainly am willing to give 
great credit to Jerome, although I am by no 
means ready to subscribe to his infallibility. 
Let US now endeavour to reconcile the citation 
in question with the Hebrew text. The only 
thing here wanting is the change of two vowel 
points in the last word: viz. T]^!:^^' If then 

we read ntSörr instead of nissn» the Hebrew 

... - ^ . - 

E 
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tGxt and the citation will perfectly agree * : and, 
as our Author, wishes not to be understood as 
arg-uing for the divinity of the vowel points, or 
the infallibility of their inventors, it is probable 
that the citation not only gives the true mean- 
ing, but also the true and literal translation of 
the passage. I have no doubt, that the Hebrew 
Word, above mentioned, should be thus pointed; 
and 1 might adduce several writers to shew that 
I do not stand alone. I shall content myself 
with one. Castellus, in his Lexicon Heptaglot- 
ton, sub voce nM, has this passage: "n^D 
c. sed m scepius Baculus, scipio, quo quis niti- 
tur, &c." . . ^'Huc etiam referendum puto HDD» 
Gen. xlvii. 31. Accedunt non LXX tantum, et 
forsan antiquior Versio, sc. Si/r. VII. Concil. 
Oecum, Ipse Spiritus Sanctus, Hebr. xi. 21. 
Sed {ni fallor) etiam Talmudici, Megilla l6. 2. 
Ven [in Amstel. prave r\ü*d) qui cum Hebr, 
antiquioribus de honore, Josepho Egi/pti proregi, 
exhihito exp. omnes ; ad cujus virgam (sceptrum) 
civilis potestatis indicium, sese cum adoratione 
convertebat Jacob, sec. illud, Gen. xxxvii. 10. 
Hoc etiam a Talm. alibi factum, quod puto a 
nemine adhuc animadversum." 



* See Randolph on quotations, p. 45, where the same 
niethod of reconciling these pas'sages bas been adopted, wbich 
our Author might have seen. • 
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It is radier extraordinary/ that the tradition 
of the Jews is here appealed to by Castellus, 
in establishing a reading directly opposed to th( 
traditional one a&orded by the present punctua- 
tion. So that Castellus has brought vvith him 
some of that clear and steadi/ light, which^ it ha.' 
been supposed, has the power of giving- the 
best elucidation of the sacred text. I only ask 
in conclusion, had nothing of this come to our 
Author's knowledge, or had it escaped his recol- 
lection ? 

"The other quotation to which I refer/' 
continues our Author^ "occurs in chap. x. 5. of 
the same Epistle : " Sacrifice and burnt-ofFering 
thou wouldest not^ but a hody hast thou pre- 
pared me." awßa U KaTripTio-co ßoi. This is 
taken from Psalm xl. 6. where the sense of the 
Hebrew is thus correctly given in the established 
Version; "^Sacrifice and olTering thou didst not 
desive ; mine ears hast thou opened." That 
these passages cannot be reconciled so that 
the one may be shewn to be ^ translation of 
the other I readily admit; but that the general 
scope or meaning of both is the same I have 
no hesitation in affirming. 

The; best method of reconciling these two 
passages, which I have seen, is that adopted 
by Uriemoet in his Dicta Classica Veteris Testa- 

E 2 
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menti, Tom. II. pp. 126 — 7» of which the follow- 
ing is the conclusion: "Commodissima sie quoque 
explicatio^ et, in quo abire primo intuitu videtur^ 
conciliatio cum verbis Psalmi_, Apostoli, ea ad- 
ferentiSj Hebr. x. 5. croJ/xa Karripriaw ixoi, corpus 
adaptasti mihi, synecdochica scilicet et metonymica 
locutione Psaltae ita pauUo clarius exposita." 

"Such are some of the general canons of 
criticism which the learned Professor has ex- 
hibited/' adds our Author. And such, I may 
be allowed to reply, are the refutations which 
a learned Author has opposed io them. 
'' To these," continues he, "■ my reader, I trust, 
will not think me too prolix, if I add another, 
of rather a more specific nature." 

''In Numbers xv. 15. the words nnK npn SipH 
DD^ are thus translated in the Authorized Version ; 
*' One ordinance shall be for you of the congre- 
gation." . . . . " After all I have great doubts 
(I had said) whether the word Slpn should not 
be joined to the preceding verse ; as we find 
it in the Samaritan Pentateuch, as the position, 
in which it now Stands, makes the construction 
very unusual." Upon this our Author remarks: 
"He finds the word bnpn at the commencement 
of the verse, and proposes to place it at the 
end of the preceding one. But upon what 
ground does he rest this dislocation of the re- 
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ceived reading and sense of the passage? Has 
he found the transposition, for the propriety 
of which he contends, in any Hebrew manu- 
script, ancient or modern ? lipon this point he 
is altogether silent. But he proposes the al- 
teration, first, because it is sanctioned by the 
Samaritan Pentateuch ; and secondly, beeause the 
Position of the word, as it Stands in every 
Hebrew manuscript^ makes the construction very 
nnusual." 

I answer, it was not my intention to contend 
at all for what has here been termed a dis- 
locätion of the received reading and sense of this 
.passage. I only expressed a doubt whether the 
Word bnpn should not be attached to the preceding 
Verse, as it is now found in the Samaritan Pen- 
tateuch; and, as our Author has informed us^ it 
is also found in the version of the Septuagint. 
My object was to shew that Mr. Bellamy had 
grossly mistaken the passage; and I thought it 
was the duty of a Translator to have assigned 
his reasons why he had made a translation thus 
differing from all former ones. 

I remarked that the Samaritan Pentateuch 
had placed the word bnptl at the end of the 
preceding verse; and our Author has added, 
that the Translators of the Septuagint have done 
the same thing. , I have no doübt that the Tar- 
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gums of Onkelos and Ben Uziel read the passage 
in the same way_, as did also the Äuthor of the 
Persian Version. I do not suppose howeyer^ 
that to reconcile these versions with the Hebrew 
text as it now Stands, it is necessary any dis- 
location should take place, I only suppose^ that 
the Author of the points has placed the Soph- 
pasuk (:) on the wrong side of the word b'Pipr\ : 
for no one will contend that he was infallible. 
It is curious enough to remark^ that the trans- 
lation of the Targum of Onkelos in this place, 
as given in the London Polyglott is erroneous, 
as is also that of the Persic versiOn : which I 
have no hesitation in attributirig to an endeavour 
to translate both in conforinity with the present 
rtunctuation of the Hebrew text*. 



* The passage in the Targum Stands thus : ^}D''p vhT\p 
&c. i^^-)•^•>J'?"| pab in. Trauslated : " Una congregatio et unus 
ritus erit vobis et peregrinis, &c." By transposing the Soph- 

pasukwe have: &c. ^ob "IH KD^ : vh^p T2^^ p-- 
" ita faciet congregatio : unus ritus erit vobis, &c. The Tar- 
gum ascribed to Ben Uziel has kSd vbr\p^ i- e- congregatio 
universa, &c, which appears to me to give the true sense. The 
Persic of Tawusi has . C^rl-fi:*. (^l cXJLXj ^^^y/jcs^^^ 

where the idiom forbids the division made by the Sophpasuk 
as it now Stands; and the translation must be : "Ita faciet 
congregatio ilia (or ista)." In this case therefore /•*! 

^_*vil.^ifc, cannot be translated by congregatio, in the voca- 

tive case us given in the Polyglott; and I have no doubt, 
the translation given of the Targum of Ben Uziel is also 
ferroneous. 
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In turning to the Scholia of Rosenmüller, 
I was a little amused in finding the following 
passage: " Tl ante br\p alii vertunt quod autem 
adtinet, alii putant hanc litteram esse n inter- 
rogativum, atque vertunt o congregatio ! Sed 
melior sine dubio sensus efficitur, si '^npn ad 
versum antecedentem referamus, ut sit: na^i?^ p 

bnpn . &c." 

In our Author's citation of thepassage under 
consideration, he has prinled the accent Zakeph 
Gadol over the word btlpn which, 1 suppose, he 
has done in order to shew the force of the 
accent in this place^ as in that cited from Eze- 
kiel. In that however the accent was said 
to have the power of referring DIT'^S') * to 
the preceding versej and not to the following 
context. Now, as the sarae accent must have the 
same power in both cases, I suppose it here desig*- 
nates the same thing; if not, why has it been 
printed? and if it designate the same thing, 
is it not against the supposition of our Author: 
viz, that bnpn must here be referred, not to 
the preceding, but the foUowing context? 

In answer to my opinion^, that by so trans- 
posing the word bnpn the passage would be 
less obscure, we are referred to a canon of 
criticism, by which the more obscure of two 
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readings is often to be preferred. The infer- 
ence intended to be drawn, 1 suppose is, that 
did rny proposed emendation make the passage 
less ohscure, still it ought not to be adopted, 
Strange however to say, in p, 79. my emen- 
dation is to be rejected, because our Author 
thinks the sense is thereby quite lost in the 
palpable obscure. Ergo, whether 1 make the 
passage more or less obscure, my emendation 
cannot be admitted! These are indeed prin- 
ciples of rigid criticism! I leave others to 
determine their soundness; and whether our 
Author is not again detected arguing in a 
pircle. 

Let US now eome to our Author's ovvn 
grammatical analysis and interpretation of the 
passage, and I doubt whether we shall find him 
more happy than in the preceding remarks. 

''In Hebrew syntax," it is said, (p. 70.) 
'' there is an idiom, known under the name of 
the noun absolute, (should it not be the nomi- 
native absolute ?) respecting which Storr gives 
the foUowing rules, &c." The rule and some 
exaraples are then cited. It is added, (p. 77.) 
''From the numerous examples quoted by Storr, 
it will be only necessary to select one in illus- 
tration of the grammatical structure of the 
sentence under discussion, 1 Kings xii. 17. is 
thus expressed in Hebrew, &c. ^j^ni^^ ^^Ti ' But as 
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fbr the cMldren of Israel, &c.' ... I reply, the 
wovds as fir hercadded in order to give the 
real force of the construction, I allow to be 
proper, and equivalent to the quod attinet of 
Jahn, as mentioned below in the note*. Let 
US now come to the passag-e in question, and 
see how our Author has proceeded with it. 
DOb mi^ npn bnpn: ''As fir you, the congre- 
gation, one ordinance shall be for you/' I ask, 
by what authority does he supply the vfovAyou 
in this place? for it is evident no grammarian 
has yet sanctioned sucb a usage, and that it 
militates against the rule adduced. He will 
perhaps reply, the introduction of that word is 
iunimportant, as the same pronoun almost imme- 
diately follows in the Hebrew text. I answer, 
it is important, as it makes the context absurd 



* See the Hebrew Grammar by Schroederus. Art. XXXIII. 
also Jahn's Heb. Gram. §. 105. Avhere we have the following 
passage : " Solus nominativus, sine omni Verbo, frequens est 
Hebraeis, et a Grammaticis nuncupatur Nominativus absolutiiSy 
ubi in versione vel alio modo conformanda est oratio, vel 
supplendum est quod attinet. Hie nominativus absolutus idem 
esse videtur, qui ab Arabibus Grammaticis nuncupatur Mob- 
tadä, i. e. initixim, quia sententiam inchoat." If our Author 
will look into the Index of Storr's work, to v/hich he has 
referred, be will find it also called Nominativus absolutus, and 
not the nowi absolute. 
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Sind palpabli/ obscure. If the words as for, or 
quod attinet, or some other equivalent expression 
may be added, (and I contend this may universally 
be done, when we have a nominative absolute, 
as in the passage above cited,) the translation 
must be, " As for the congregation^ &c." or 
''as it respects the congregation, &c." which I 
prefer; and not '' as /or ^/ow^, the congregation/' 
"which is palpabli/ erroneous, and scarceh/ English. 
If then, we may apply the above rule, the trans- 
lation will he " As it respects the congregation, 
one ordinance shall be for you, and also for the 
stranger^ that sojourneth (with you)/' 

The next objection is, to my assertion that 
the construction of the passage under consider- 
ation is unusual. That the passages in which 
a nominative absolute is to be found are ex- 
tremely numerous I readily admit; but I still 
affirm, that the construction of this passage is 
unusual; and that no one addueed by our 
Author is perfectly parallel to it : and I very 
much doubtj whether he can adduce a dozen in 
the whole Bible altogether similar. 

Our next question is, as to the sense of the 
passage; and here I affirm, our Author has 
involved himself in a papable absurdity. " The 
preceding verse," says he, '' runs thus ; If a 
stranger sojourn with you, or whosoever be 
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among you in your generations, and will offer 
an offering made by fire of a sweet savour unto 
the Lord : as you do^ so he shall do. ri^V^_ |D . 
'* This is perfectly coherent and intelligible." . 
" But if we here read SlpH T\W))\ p as proposed 
by Mr. Lee, the version must then be; ^' If a 
stranger sojourn with you &c. asi/owdOj so shall the 
congregation do;' a version the precise meaning 
of which appears to me, I confess, in the palpable 
obscure quite lost. For as Moses was addressing, 
on this occasion, the children of. Israel, to make 
him say, " as you do, so shall the congregation 
do;" that is, '' b.s you (the congregation) do, so 
shall (you) the congregation do;" can never 
surely be deeraed good criticism or good sense." 
Granted. But, upon making a paraphrase a little 
different from this, the passage might notbe^ 
so palpably obscure : '' As you do," i. e. the 
Israelites, so shall the whole congregation do, 
when made up both of Israelites and the strangers 
who shall become proselytes. Or, by admitting 
btlpr^ to be a nominative absolute, " as you do, 
so shall he," (i. e.) the stranger. Then, in the 
foUowing verse, . " As it respects the congrega- 
tion, both you and the stranger shall have one 
ordinance." Not, " ^s jför 3/0M of the congre- 
gation, both yourselves and the stranger shall 
have one ordinance : for I ask, in this case, what: 
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the last part of the sentence has to do vvith the 
first ? or in other words, what has the ordinance 
of the stranger to do with the As for you, with 
which the verse sets out? This is perhaps the 
palpahly ohscure, unless we can get something 
from the steady Ught of tradition. But with the 
correct translation, admitting the norainative 
absolute^ we have a sense coherent and intelligi- 
ble, and agreeing with that which 1 should have 
given to the passage by transposing the word 
'^npilj which is this : " As it respects the con- 
gregation (or the business of it when made up 
of both Jews and proselytes) the ordinances 
shall be the same — the law one :" as the re- 
raainder of the verse shews. '' As ye are so 
shall the stranger be before the Lord." The 
following verse is also to the same effect. 

Is it not remarkable enough^ that although 
Piscator has given the rule to which our Author 
appeals, and has properly applied it to the 
passage in question^, as his own citation shews, 
(p. 78.) he should, nevertheless, have improperly 
applied it, and given a translation inconsistent 
with itself ? The citation is this : " Quod attinet 
ad congregationem ; ut sit nominativus absolute 
positus: q. d. Quod attinet ad jus vestrum in 
sacris congregationibus." — Had it been my busi- 
ness to give a translation of the passage, 1 cer- 
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tainly should not have passed over the Observation 
of Piscatorj but as it was not, I had merely 
to shew that Mr. Bellamy was wrong, and that 
he had not done what might have been expected 
from a good translator. I am much mistäken 
if I have not now proved the same thing against 
our Author ; who, I contend, is quite inexcusable 
as he had the work done to his hands, with which 
the new Translator, from the extent of his in- 
formation, might fairly be supposed not to have 
been acquainted. 

I now leave the reader to judge, with what 
success our Author has fought the battles of 
Mr. Bellamy. I shall only remark in conclu- 
sion, that whether we contemplate his slight 
resistance, as he has terra ed it, in his attack upon 
my edition of the Syriac Testament, or in his 
exposure of my critical principles, both as respects 
the use of the versions, and translation in general, 
he has not manifested a great want of candour 
and discrimination ; and whether a defence like 
that which he has here offered, be not more 
likely to injure his own/literary reputation,' than 
any animadversions his Opponent might be able 
to offer. 



CHAP. V 

ON THE USE OF THE SISTER DIALECTS OF THE 
HEBREW, &C. 



Upon the next division of our Author's Dis- 
course, it will not be necessary to say mucb, 
as we are perfectiy agreed in essentials : namely, 
that the sister dialects have been made sub- 
servient to the interpretation of the Hebrew 
iext, and that they may again, in passages now 
Standing in need of further elucidation. I shall 
therefore only ofifer a few remarks on the mode 
in which he has conducted bis defence. 

T shall first notice an indignity supposed to 
have been offered by me to bis attainments in the 
Oriental languages. I had said : '"it is worthy of 
remark, that of the ablest scholars in the Oriental 
languages, there is perhaps not so much as one, 
who has not held this opinion. On the other 
band it will be'difficult, if not impossible to find 
one, who has held the contrary, who has not 
been either wholly, or in 'pari, unacquainted 
with them/* This oblique-eyed passage, it is 
said, sufficiently bespeaks rny confidence in my 
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own attain mentS;, and my contempt of his ; and 
then I am asked, ought I to have indulged in 
such an Insinuation? &c. 

I ans wer, had I intended to include our 
Author, or even Mr. Bellamy/ I should have 
been guilty of a petitio principii, which, I think, 
can no where be proved against me. I thought 
too, I had sufficiently guarded the passage agäinst 
this construction, when I said, has held, &c. 
manifestly restricting its meaning to former 
writers, as every unprejudiced reader must see. 

"Lei US now proceed/' says our Author, 
(p. 84.) "to the Charge itself: I am accused 
of entirely rejecting the use of the Oriental 
Janguages in ascertaining the sense of the 
Hebrew text. But this is a raere coroUary of 
of his own from my remarks, which he will find 
it difficult to prove." And again, p. 85. ''I 
never asserted i\\Q,improhahility,m\ic\\ less the 
impossibility, of the elucidation referredto ;hvit 
only contended, that sufficient had not been 
effected in this way, to claim the , complete 
approbation of the sober critic, or to engage 
the füll conßdence of the cautious translator, 
&c." And again, "Upon the theory of Schultens, 
at the very commencement of my Remärks, 
I made the following concessions; 'There 
is doubtless much ingenuity and recondite in- 
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vestigation displayed by this able seholar upon^ 
a subject, where imagination is ever ready to 
seize the reins of reason ; a subject, which few 
besides himself could so systematically expand, 
and so lavishly adorn ; but," I added,"^it seeras 
carried to an extreme, and frequentli/ fails öf 
producing substantial fruit, by being too theo^ 
retical and refined for practica! uülity, &c." 
And again, p. 93. ' Independently however of 
the theory of Schultens, I am accused of entirely 
rejecting, of rejecting by whomsoeveE and in^ 
whatsoever mode applied, the use of the Oriental 
languages in the elucidation of the Hebrew. 
But is this the truth? when proceeding to 
contemplate the general principles of this posi- 
tion^ I thus distinctly expressed myself/ 'It 
has been asserted, and certainly not without 
strong presumptive reasoning, that, &e/ * * 
" In this ingenious argument there seems to be 
some theoretical truth combined with 7nuch 
practical uncertainty. If however we give it 
its füll weig'ht, and admit the occasional felicity 
of its application, still must we regard that 
application as a task of no common difficulty 
and delicacy. '' 1 know not," continues our 
Author, " whether my Opponent will be satisfied 
with these references upon the point; but 
should that prove not to be the case, I have 
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not the slightest objection to assure bim of my 
perfect accordance with him in opinion, that 
"althöugh many of the criticisms of Schultens 
and of others derived from these sources, are 
not sound, j^et it does not follow, that they 
are all to be rejected." And, in p. 95^ we have 
an instance adduced from Schultens, in which 
it is allowedj that be has elucidated a passage 
in the Hebrew Text. We are now^ therefore, 
agreed, that the sister dialects of the Hebrew 
have afforded elucidations of the sacred text, 
and that they raay do so again. Still, not- 
withstanding the above citations from the *^Re- 
marks' to this point, it is very doubtful whether 
any person would have attached so much to 
them, when read in that work, as our Author 
seems now disposed to give them. I do not 
mean to determine what sense he intended 
they should convey; but certainly others occur, 
which, when considered in connection, appear 
to give them a sense much more limited than 
is compatible with the above concessions. 

In p. 150. of the Remarks, after combating 
the use of the dialects on several grounds, we 
have the Author's conclusion on this question, 
which is this: ^'But afiter all, what has the 
boasted elucidation of Hebrew by its kindred 
dialects effected ? Since the time of Schultens^ 

F 
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Lexicons have been constructed upon the prin- 
ciples proposed by him ; but I do not perceive, . 
what additions they have made to the stock of 
our knowledg-e respecting the signißcations of 
words. The only improveraent attempted seems 
to consist in mere etymological investigations. 
We learn, for example, that yii^ earth is derived 
from a verb of the same radicals in Arabic, 
which signifies to he humble, or depressed ; 
and that Wüü heaven is to be referred to a 
similar verb in Ärabic, signifying to be exalted; 
but no alteration whatsoever is raade in the 
meaning itself of either w^ord. Thus likewise 
Eichorn in his improved edition of Simon's 
Lexicon under the word '?"i:i refers to the dis- 
quisition of Schaltens upon it ah'eady quoted^ 
and conceives its original sense to have been 
contorsit, iortus et implicatus est ex. multis 
funiculis in densiorem funem ; but he rnakes no 
alteration of any kind in its usual Hebrew 
signification. Indeed the whole System, of which 
we have heard so much, and to which some 
are disposed to give credit for more than they 
have heard, seems rather calculated to gratify 
the vanity of criticism^ than to convey useful 
and solid information."— I cannot help thinking 
this no less at variance with the illustration 
which has been adduced from Schultens, than 
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with llie unqualified concession that elucidation 
of the sacred text may be obtained from the 
dialects. 

The only difficulty that appears iiow to 
rest on our Author's mind^ is the extreme 
caution necessarily required in the elucidation 
of the text by the use of the dialects. " As 
many therefore," says our Author, "^"^of the 
criticisms of Schultens and others derived from 
these sources, {vk. the Oriental lariguages) are 
admitted to be unsöund, how I may ask, is the 
perplexed translatör, even if incurahly seized 
with an Oriental dialectomania to discririiinate ? 
Who will act the pärt of the experienced pilot^ 
and point out to bim the rocks and shällows to 
be aVoided?" 

I reply, were it necessary that ä perplexed 
translatör, and one iiicuraby seized with äri 
Oriental dialectomania should be fixed upori to 
correct our Autborized Version, I should certainly 
be at a loss to determine who should be his 
pilot in this sea oftroubleSi in which our Author 
has so poetiGally placed him. ßut if persons 
should be employed who are not perplexed — 
not appearing " rari nantes in gurgite vasto" 
nor incurahly seized with the Oriental dialecto- 
7nania, 1 suppose our Author himself woüld 
not shrink from the office of pilot in steeriri^ 

f2 
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such a course as he would think proper to 
point out; or, to drop the metaphor, to suggest 
the correction of such passages as that which 
he has pointed out in Isaiah. (Reply^ p. 95. 
in the note). 

Our Author also ha,s his fears^ lest the use 
of the dialects should be followed by a fanciful 
interpretation of the Scriptures. In p. 97, of 
the Reply, where we are again out üt sea, 
we liave this remark. "l am disposed to give 
füll scope to everi/ disylay of critical investi- 
gation: but I cannot admit^ that a public version 
of the Scriptures should be cast in a mould 
accommodated to indwidual fancy and cowcei^;" 
and that a translator should think himself at 
liberty to select and adopt novel interpretations 
of the description alluded to at pleasure, or to 
drive his own advmturous hark, without con- 
trol^ over the shoals and quicksands of Oriental 
elucidation." Again, p. 146. of the Remarks, 
'"If we embark upon the ocean of conjecture, 
no little resolutiori, as well as discrimination, 
is requisite to prevent a perpetual deviation from 
our irack, under the influence of respectable 
names and plausible authorities.'' The shoah and 
quicksands in the above citation, become in 
the next paragraph '" the prolific soil under 
considemtion, which would require some skilful 
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band to discriminate, and to collect Ihe salu- 
brious plant from the mingled mass." And 
this again, p. 85, becomes fairy ground, which 
requires great caution in those who venture 
upon it, &c. 

Well : allowing all this, and that some have 
occasionally been drifted on the shoals and 
quicksands of that ocean, upon which the critical 
bark pursues its trackless path: or that weeds 
do sometimes grow on the most prolific soils, — or 
that soine have incautiously ventured on fairn/ 
ground j 1 argue, that it does not hence' follow 
that shipSj agriculture, or a laudable enterprize 
is to be neglected or despised: but that, good 
pilots, when they can be had, — good farmers, 
and reasonable enterprize may still be resorted 
to. And further, 1 contend for no individual 
fancy or caprice, much less for the adoption of 
novel interpretations of the sacred Scriptures» 

There is however another rock, upon which 
we split, not only in this, but in another of our 
discussions : in that it is argued, we must have 
an arrangement of the MSS. and the agreement 
of critics on that arrangement : here we want 
an arrangement of the emendations in question, 
much time to elapse, and the agreement of critics 
respecting them. This latter requisite, l have 
no hesitation in affirming, is out of the verge 
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of possibility : because, so long as one critic 
objects, we cannot have perfect agreement : and 
this oiir Author will always have it in bis power to 
do. On this ground then, although we may 
agree that the dialects do elucidate the text, it 
becoraes perfectly impossible that the advantage 
ofthat elucidation can ever be made to bear on 
any public version of thfe Scriptures. But why 
should we have recourse to this hitherto unheard 
of canon of criticism ? Why may not a majo- 
rity of the greatest scholars and divines in any 
nation determine this point at any given period 
of time ? Why is individual caprice, which is 
occasionally rejected, now to be made the Stan- 
dard of critical decision^ and to deprive us of 
those elucidations of Scripture^ which we have 
confessedly in our hands ? Is it not because our 
Author thinks and feelsj that such a work ought 
not to be undertaken ? — '' Non amo te Sabidi^ 
&c/' 

I shall now notice another inconsistency or 
two in our Author's mode of conducting bis 
defence respecting the use of the dialects. In 
adverting to the principles adopted by Schultens^ 
it is Said (p. 85.) '' I endeavoured to shew that 
the refined and philosophical deductions of Schul- 
tens rest upon precanous principles, and are 
liable to produce erroneous results, &c." And 
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(at p. 89.) " My object . . . here was not to con- 
trovert this first principle of the theory upon 
speculative grounds, as ahstractedly false; but 
to point out the uncertainty, as well as per- 
plexity of its application, &c/' — I did not un- 
dertake to decide the truth or falsehood qf the 
principle itself." So then the endeavour was to 
shew that the principles were pvecarious ; but 
the object and the underiaking had no such thing* 
in view. This certainly exceeds my comprehen- 
sion, and as incomprehensible I leave it. 

In p. 87. it is Said, " Hence it is evident, 
that the sole scope of my remark went to prove 
the primary sense attributed to this word (i. e. bl^) 
by Schultens and the Arabian critics erroneous, 
upon their own principles, &c/' And^ in the 
preceding pag'e^ these principles are said io be 
precarious. Is it consistent with the desire of 
arriving at the truth to employ precarious prin- 
ciples against an Opponent? And may not the 
conclusion so obtained still be false? Let any 
one read the passage alluded to, and then ask 
himself the question^ whether our Author has 
had recourse to such an inconsistency ; I believe 
he has not. (p. 86.) '' How then is the idea 
of twisting, as in the case of a rope, to be 
associated with that of melting, as in the case 
of butter or fat? " Both/' continues he, "are 
compatible enough with that of magnitude; for 
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as the act of tvvisting the several parts of a rope 
together increases their bulk by combination, 
so also does the act of melting- enable the butter 
er fat to cover a larger surface." This, 1 re- 
mai'ked, in my Letter, went to establish, not 
that magnitude, but twisting must have been 
the primitive idea: because magnitude was here 
supposed to be obtained by twisting or com- 
bination of the several parts composing such 
magnitude : '' yes," says the Remark, " and by 
melting too, we obtain the idea of magnitude: 
for as the act of twisting, &c." ..." so also 
does the act of melting enable the butter or fat 
to cover a larger surface." So then, in both 
cases, magnitude is confessedly the secondary 
idea : yet our Author now says, '" the sole scope 
of his remark went to prove the primari/ sense 
attributed to this word by Schultens as erro- 
neous." I answer, if it went to prove any 
thing, whether the principle be precarious or 
notj it went to prove that twisting or melting 
must have been the primary, and magnitude 
the secondary meaning of this word; precisely 
what he intended it should not prove. It cer- 
tainly does appear to me, that he has here found 
himself pressed with a difficulty : and to remove 
this he has had recourse to an expedient totally 
inefFectual. 

In my remark upon this passage I had said: 
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'' I do not think this gentleman could have more 
effectually answered his own question." I am 
then asked, What question did he propose? Is 
it possible that cur Author's memory could have 
so much failed him on this occasion? Turn 
backj gentle reader, to the paragraph (p. 86. of 
the Reply) just cited, beginning with '' How 
then is the idea of twisting, &c." and ending 
with fat ? and ask the Author, whether he or 
some one eise put this question ! 

l may now be allowed to state in conclusion, 
that much elucidation of the Hebrew text is to 
be obtained from a judicious use of the sister 
dialects : — that much has already been done in 
this way : — that a selection^ or if you please, 
an arrangement of these elucidation s is no less 
practicable than an arrangement of the Hebrew 
MSS. — that a number of sound scholars in any 
age or nation is fuUy adequate to the task: — 
that our Authorized Version does, in many in- 
stances, stand in need of elucidation by this 
means : — that the dangers of shipwreck are no 
more formidable here^ than in other similar en- 
quiries ; and that the adherence to acknowledged 
error is much more blameable^ than the zealous 
but judicious endeavour to come nearer to the 
truth^ however great the names or pious the 
intentions of those who object may be. 



CHAP. VI. 

RECAPITULATION, POINTS OF AGREEMENT, &C. 



We now come to that part of our Author's 
Reply which he calls the recapitulation, through 
the whole of which I shall not think it neces- 
sary to follow him^ but confine rnyself to a few 
remarks which^ I think, are of importance. 

It appears from our Author's own statement^ 
that we are perfectly agreed as to the raain 
points at issue between us. He g-ives up the 
infallibility of the vowel points and accents. 
He allows that the sacred text is capable of 
elucidation by the sister dialects of the Hebrew: 
and that it is desirable an arrangement of the 
CoUations should be made, as far as that is 
practicable. The principal points of our dis- 
agreement too are I think fewer than he repre- 
sents them. He " contends that the Hebrew 
text cannot be satisfactorily amended by a mere 
reference to the Versions and CoUations^ without 
a critical purification of the one and an ar- 
rang'ement of the other." I contend for precisely 
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the same thing: only I believe this may be 
much more easily done than he is willing to 
allow. I agree too with him in believing, that 
the translator of a pubhc Version is the last 
man who ought^ by such reference, to amend 
it at pkasure. I also allow, with him^ "that 
it is not the province of one who translates 
for public use, to tread on the fairy ground 
of Oriental elucidation^ or to suffer himself 
to be led away at will from the beaten track 
of approved interpretation. But I still hold that 
a '' thorough knowledge of the sister dialects 
is an indispensible requisite for a translator:" 
but not^ as our Author has represented me as 
saying, "that he may diffuse according to the 
dictates of his own judg'ment, the bright beams 
of day, bursting forth from the most favoured 
quarter of the biblical horkon." I do not deny 
indeed that he is to use his judgment: that 
would be absurd; but I contend, that if the 
dialects are allowed to be capable of elucidating 
the text (and to this our Author agrees) it is 
necessary the Translator should be able to 
ascertain whether such elucidations be genuine 
or not ; and this he can do only by a thorough 
knowledge of the dialects theraselves. 

The only point of real disagreement between. 
US then (and that is a fatal one) is, whether 
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these principles should be reduced to practice 
or not : for I believe we have no disagreement 
at all how that should be done. In p. 107, 
we have the following- passage on this point. 
I had Said in my Letter, "it is not to be 
denied that improvement might be made." The 
reply is, "To limit the bounds of possibiliti/, 
would indeed be absurd; but ought he not at 
least to shew, that improvement would probably 
be made? And, even then, would it not be 
worth while to consider, whether the difficulty 
and danger which^ by his own (i. e. my) con- 
fession, must accompany such a revision^ ought 
to be encountered for the mere prohahility of 
improvement?" I answer^ if it be allowed that 
certain parts of the Authorized Version are now 
incorrect (and this our Author must allow) is 
there not a probabüiti/, that these would, in 
another revision, be improved? I take for 
granted our Author will not object; as 1 do 
not propose that the revisors should tread on 
^'fairy ground", or that they should *' run on the 
dashing rocks their sea-sick weary bark." If 
then there is a probability of improvement, are 
we to be restrained from making it, because 
some other dangers may still stare us in the 
face? Are we to merge what we know to be 
the truth, because, forsooth, there is a question 
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of expedieilcy presenting difficulties and dangers? 
For my own part, l believe every proposal for 
building an infirmary, a bridge, or a charity 
school, has ever been attended with difficulties 
and dangers equally great. In p. 111, again, it 
is Said, " A discretionary revision, without a pre- 
<;ise plan and a limited object, I cannot but 
deprecate as pregnant with incalculable danger." 
To this I assent: nor is there any step, which 
the most scrupulous caution could suggestj to 
which I would not. I am inclined to make 
every reasonable concession to the alarm of 
our Author, and of those who think with him : 
but I do not see why alarm should be con- 
strued as a proof that a prudent revision of the 
Authorized Version should not be made. 

Another objection of our Author appears to 
be grounded upon the consideration that no 
theological advantage would be gained by such 
revision. . . . *'As the object of a public trans- 
lation is to teach religious truth, not verbal 
criticism ; so upon the magnitude of its devi- 
ations from the former, if such can be proved, 
and not of its deviations from the latter, seems, 
in my judgment, to depend the necessity of 
its revision." This, I answer, is more specious 
than sound. Had this argument been thought 
good in the days of Jerome, I do not see 
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where could have been the necessity of bis 
making a new Version from the Hebrew, 
when the old translation from the Septuagint_, 
contained every religious truth, as far as it could 
be gathered from the Old Testament. Nor^ again^ 
can I see, why the Authorized Version was itself 
made: for I suppose no one will contend that 
the former Bibles did not exhibit religious truth. 
But I may be aliöwed to add, that if by a revi- 
sion no religious truth be likely to sufFer; but 
many passages, which are now obscure or un- 
intelligible be made piain and clear, I believe 
the dangers, whatever they may be, will be 
diminished: as we shall confessedly lose nothing; 
but prohahly, and T will say, certainly gain 
much. I agree too with our Author, that the 
Bibie is not intended to teach verbal criticism: 
but I do contend that the translation, if it be 
allowed to carry the name of the word of 
God, should be correct ; and if it be intended 
to edify the people, it should be made intelli- 
gible^ which, in many instances, it now is not. 
1 am called upon (p. 109.) fearlessly to lay 
my proofs of inaccuraey before the public, and 
then, should they be of irnyortance, the con- 
troversy will be at an end. But here, as our 
Author very probably understands the word im- 
portance in a sense very different from that in 
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which I do, the probability is but small, that 
the controversy would now be at an end. I will 
mention a few however, to which I had alluded 
in my Letter, and which^ as is usual with our 
Author, had escaped Iiis vecollection, as he could 
only find one allusion of this kind. 

In page 73. of my Letter we have " Chap. 
iii. 1. (of Exodus,) 'behind the wilderness/ I am 
unable to attach any idea to this expression, 
The Authorized Version has^ ' the back side of 
the desert/ which to rae is equally unintelligible." 
For an intelligible translation of this passage, 
I would refer the reader to the Concordance of 
Noldius, sub voce. ~in>^, and to his Annotationes 
et Vindicisß. Art. 76- And would also suggest, 
whether ~in>? might not here be translated by 
the West: a sense in which this word often 
occurs; as there can be no doubt, the Midian 
at which Moses resided with Jethro, was on the 
Red Sea, and consequently on the West, and 
not on the East of the desert as some have 
supposed. See the Geographia Antiqua of Cella- 
rius. Vol. IL Lib. iii. cap. 14. 

The very next paragraph of my Letter, con- 
tains the correct translation of a passage, (Exod. 
iii. 22.) which is now erroneous in the Au- 
thorized Version : and, by the adoption of 
which, I had Said, that the objection hitherto 
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müde to that passage would be effectually 
removed. 

Again, in p. 8v3. I have said, '' In Levit. 
chap. xi. 29, 30. . . . where Bochart appears to 
me to have satisfactorily sbewn, by the inter- 
pretations he has giYen^, that our Translators 
have^ among' others, been mistaken." In the 
former instance, I referred to the Lexicon of 
Cocceius ; in this, to Bochart. If our Author 
objects to these emendations, he will^ of coiirse, 
refute those who have proposed them. I need 
not inform him^ I believe, that these are not the 
only passages that stand in need of correction— 
that one of them affects a religious truth : and 
that there is no danger to be apprehended from 
the correction of the others. Had I leisure suffi- 
cient for the task, I should have no hesitation in 
attempting' to make out a list of passages in the 
Authorized Version, which I believe stand in 
need of correction ; and to point out, as far as 
I may be able, how^ such corrections should be 
made: but I should never think of submitting 
to such a task, upon the hope, that critics 
would be unanimous in adopting them ; because 
I know such concurrence is not to be expected, 
either in this or in any thing eise. The most 
important question, that appears to me, as 
proper to be proposed with respect to such an 
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undertaking is, whether there is among us at 
this day, a sufficient quantity of Hebrew learn- 
ing to justify the hope of success. And, on this 
point, I am sorry to say, I have considerable 
doubt. 

I now takle leave of our Author, assuring- him, 
that although I may have employed in this 
tractj what he may term a trifling excess of 
energy, I trust he will find nothing which can 
be construed as intended to hurt his feelinars. 
The question itself I have considered as publici 
juris, and therefore, as afFording me no right 
whatever to give up any thing that was fair 
matter of debate. In questions of this kind, writers 
will differ; and in maintaining their different 
opinions, it is far from ingenuous to suppose 
that they are endeavouring to lower each others 
literary reputation. If indeed, any one is, in 
such enquiries, occasionally detected in error, it 
is not his duty to complain of hard usage, when 
he is reminded of his mistakes : for the just 
reputation of any man consists in what he is, 
and not always in what he is supposed to be. 
Our Author himself has truly remarked, in his 
concluding paragraph, that a deep and accurate 
skill in learning of this description, is not the 
necessary concomitant of what flattery will some- 
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times eulogize as miraculous talent, and heaven 
born genius. 

I conclude, by observing, that I am no less 

obl iged to our Author for the favorable opiniori 

he has expressed of my disposition and acquire- 

ments, than I am for bis admonition, that 

a deep and accurate skill, .;'■ pursuits such as 

mine have been, must be maJfeured by much time 

and patient investigation. I certainly lay no 

claim, either to miraculous talent or heaven- 

born genius; but I raay be allovved to say, my 

labors have been severe and unremitted, ander 

circumstances not the most favorable : and I trust 

our Author himself will allow, that I am neither 

so inaccurate or superficial, as my rapid march, 

as he has been pleased to term it, from one 

conquest to another, must necessarily imply. 

I must also add, that whatever may be the effect 

of his representations, which_, I am sorry to say, 

appear to me to partake but sparingly of that 

good nature, which is so pecuUar to him, I shall 

ever retain the sincerest regard for both his 

public and private worth; and shall consider 

it as one of my greatest privileges, still to be 

allowed to partake of those reciprocal civilities 

to which he has made so handsome an allusion. 

If I have controverted some of his statements, 

this has been done solely with the view of 
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advancing- the truth ; and of setting in their true 
light those principles of Interpretation which 
have been recoramended and adopted by the 
best Critics and Divines of Europe. If indeed 
there be any force in the argumenta that my 
investiture with public office is of too recent 
a date to justify ich an endeavour, I must 
be allowed to pleaci in mitigation of judgraent, 
that I believed it to be my duty. However 
recently put in comraission, I had sufFered no 
dme to elapse in undertaking- the duties of office. 
And, as I was called upon to defend those princi- 
ples which I had publicly taught, I supposed I 
might do so without incurring the Charge of 
petulancy, or becoming offensive to any one. I 
had also hoped, that the discussion of these ques- 
tions might tend to the furtherance of a cause, 
which has ever been the glory of the reformed 
Churchj the best source of knowledge, and the 
guardian of both public and private morals. If 
I have erred in being unmannerly, I have at 
least the satisfaction of having attempted to do 
my duty; and, as I had nothing to expect from 
its Performance but the approbation of wise and 
good men, I trust no further apology will be 
required. 
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